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~ Once T a'while there comes an’ opportunity. to pubhsh a highly
\dable work. that has a variety of promiising uses, Thig i is the case. wnth Natan
Ka man’ s. book, Program Decmons in Public Telgvision.

A What makes’ lt 80 useful is that it glves chough background to cxplaln
why things happen as they do. This fs not simply a handbook that lays.out’ how
decnstons should be miade; it is an orientation to the complcx institutional set-ups in
pubhc television and a dcscnptlon 8f how they aﬂ'cct program decnsxons

o 4 -

The book is not without its" controvcrsnal aspects It was written nearly,
a year ago, having been prepared by Mr. Katzman through a United States Office
of Education/contract, with the Corporatlon for Pubhc Bréadcaftmg

. lt was onéc printed by the C.P.B. and 'was being distibuted m February when .
-C/P.B. f¢und that it contained errors and should be repfinted. Several thousand
-copigg were then. destroyed. It is stlll under consndcratlon by C.PB.anda rcvnsed
versi may “be prn}ted by them’’ L . S »

y - NAEB cxamlncd the book concluded that thc few errors could be cor-
‘ “rccted in #1 errata, and that its overall mierit justlf dd circulation’ wnthout any
furthcr dclay - : / .

HEW Education Dmsnon Counsel havc conﬁrmed that Mr Katzman s
. work is in the public domain and is ;Jvallablc for pubhcatlon

NAEB has choscn to rcproducc thc book as it was mntnqlly pnnted by
thc C.P. B ¢ adding only its own cavcr Foreword, and Errata.' ‘ -

[}
/ .

o : ! NAEB - .
: - ' ' . Washipgton, D.C. -
o ~August, 1976 .
T .‘\/—‘\ —
~* - This report was supported in part as an activity of the National antcr
'for Education Statistics of the Educatlon Division’ of The U S. Department of
- Health, Education & Welfare:in a joint effort with the Corpoatlon for Public
’ Broadcastmg Opinions exprcsscd herein o not. necessarily r flect the. posmon; '
opinion, or official policy of either C,P.B. or the.N.C.E.S., an(ftq official endorse-
ment bx N.C.ES. or C.P.B: shquld be inferred.
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' Linels: 25%shouldrehd 26% © .

-Aseéhauld;eadi)s 5 L B

j .
.Line 14: disseationsshould read dissensions |

'Hart'fbrd N. Gunn as PBS President,

~ which was the case at the time the study was written. Mr. Gunn™

is nwvicefchairman ofthe PBSBoard. ..

' 21% should repd p0% “' N
Linc2l: 1974 should rehd 1975 T
Linc19: 1974 should re 41975
_Picgraph  Fedefal projécts “21% 1020%
© .Corporate _ 25% to 6% -

A white line should appear from the center of the

< pie to the circqumference point above the black line
designating CPB’s 10%. It:should also bealoted that
the CPB and Ford Foundation contributions to the
"SPC are inclufled as part of the SP€ percentage.

The map appéariné on thes pages is incomplete and is incorregtly
labejed in several instdnces,fa corrected map has been prepared b

the GPB. ~ . . .| . s r
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““The Cpréorau'on will provide a study of the decision-making
process in the programming of public television. This report *
. shdll be based on a series of interviews and discussions. It will .
include g'discussion of local programming practices, national, ..
- programming policies, and the factors that influence the mate-, "
rial that is broadgast by local public television stations.” .
/" e—Agreement between the ’
U . ' Corporation for Public =~ -
i / AR Broadcasting and ASE National . -
b g Center for Education Statistics. .

. Y )
) “or severa) years the Corporation for Public
; . Broadcasting had been gathering data on the .
state of public broadcasting under the terms. of a contract with the National
. Center for Educational Statistics, a branch.of the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare's Education Division. In ndent of these activities, there
had been a series of six ‘‘One Week of Education Television™" reports produced '
i .. by various organizatiqns over the previous decade. The .1970 *‘One Week"’
"+ repori had been partially financed by CPB, although it had been undertaken by
~ Saul Rockman of National Instructional Television in Bloomington, Indiana.
Data had been collected for a 1972 ‘*One Week'’ report; but now CPB was
feeling the pinch of full financial responsibility. In.agddition, there whs a feeling
that the ‘‘one week’' method was no longer sufficient for.a growing PTV_
system. Thus, it came’to pass lh'at"QPB_, through its Information Systems Office
under Robert E. L. Tolbert, and NCES agreed to a joint effort to develop 2
program c_(l){tent survey. : ' o T
: e contract that CPB and NCES had signed in the late Spring of 1972
- included an interesting provision. The Corporation, in additipn to conductinga - -
difficult but straightforward survey, was to provide a”‘‘report’’ on the
“‘decision-making process’’ in PTVsprogramming. This unusual component
had been inserted at the behest of Ron Pedone of NCES who felt that more-was
needed in addition to the quantitative data that the program content survey would
' provide. To understand public television programming, he feli it was necessary
to have an examination of the ways in.which local broadcasters operated.
After brief negotiation, the Corporation hired me to undertake the

-. .
.
: i . i
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' project. We agreed to a plan of opération. I spent October of 1972 in Washington *
. getting to know"the public broadcasting’system and some of the key people in =~
._programming, research, and station relatibns. Plans were made and approved.'|
“would operate from my homé base in Sari Francisco. A survey design would -

havelio be prepared in detail, subiitted through government chanpels fol'
approval, and pretested. Then the survey would ‘take place.:In addition, 1 wa3

‘responsible for the. **decision-making report’’ and was expected to tour the
" country visiting nofi-commercial broadcasters, finding their resporises to the -

~.surtey, and asking about_their prograinming decisions. This was a-vaguefy
 defined task. The idea was to try to understand the programming dgcisions that

* were being made at the local leve], and to come to grips with the reasonsﬁga(
those decisions were being made. T o Co

- A project of thi sort haa'n’a_'tura‘l‘ peaksand valleys of required activity.
At first there was a need to interview many-people to learn what had already been .
~ done in the realm of publig broadcasting content surveys. A working document
~. had to be prepared aiid a survey- methodology had to be thoroughly designed:
Then thete was a lqgv peripd during which | was given the job of directing the
analysis,and writing the report for **One Week o,f;»PubHc-v"Télevisjion': April ’
1972." In the summer of 1973 a forty page documext was prepared for submis-"
sion through NCES to the U.S. Office of Management and Budget, whith must
*approve all surveys conducted; with federal funlls: A pretest-of the proposed ... .
methods had been conduct®d, and was described. oL
__.In the meantime, 1 had taken every opportunity to visit a wide variety
of pulffk broadcasters while en route’between San Francisco and Washingten.
Geotge Stein, d véry popular man among people in public broadcasting whe is
now with CPB's Office of TV Activities, gave me the benefit of his experience
Wde rangeé of places to visit and calling ahead o~
~ “ensure a welcome for someone who was often an ignorant, questioning stranger.

* Thanks fo George | was treated to frank and open discussions of thgghopes and

problems surrounding local programming. My experiences were everywhere

- enlightening, and [ began to feel part of aclose-knit group of public broadcasters

_ with outposts located in every corner of the country. _ N
©, During the last few months of 1973, we were_forced to anticipate

- approval for the 1974 content, survey while anXiously awaiting official word
/from OMB. Survey formswere designed amfprepurcd for printing. sample dates

7 were. selectoll, and envelopes were addressed. In November we received ap-+/ -

, proval, fornts ,wqrcﬂp’th. and the first'mailing went out to’breadcasters in

" December. The yeal-long strvey had begun. . LT .

‘ ' There is acomic book character whoappears every so often among the
FANTASTIC FOUR. He is talled *~ The Watcher.,” ahd is a member of a race
from a far galaxy N{hat race has pledged-itself to observe but never to interfere in'
the affairs of othei planets: so **The Watcher™".is constantly appearing on the
scéhe to obgerve thejlatest camic book menace and the ways in which the super
hero teamdals withfit. Usually he winds up saying something likg, *“.Although 1
am bound bj\my pledge never to interfere, there is a small bit of information
which”you mightgind useful . . ~**And of «durse he then gets involved inthe”
action. The a$signinent to gather information for.a report on local decisién-
making was very much like an assignment to’t}i;c'ome a member of “"Ehe
11 - . ST . R S oot " SN
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! }Va!cher " race,_ K : \ ‘ o RN
‘ v [ was dskmt. quesuons about local operations; but people Were now
dskmg questons in return’about national trends and the comparative yalue of
various programming techdiques. 1 began to understand whdl“The Wutcher“
has to go through. ’ .
1 hope a reasonable amount of objectivity was maintained durmg my
later VIM to local public broadcasters. ‘A late trip to midwestern broadcasters
certamly added a great deal of information to what had glready been uncovered.
e ~Inthe end my travels covered eighteén sfates™from Maine to Florida,
x/Wesl Vnrgmla to Texas, Arlzona to Washington. In addition to numerous
d

-

..

iscussions with many station r¢presental|ves at meetings and conventions, I .
observed the ‘peritions -of twenty-seven different PTV stations.’ Six are large
commumty supported stations, six dre small-tosmedium community- supported
“stations -eight are licensed to colleges or universities (two of these are licenséd to
y- giversities but-actively seek community support), three are licensed to school
“boards, three are state nétworks, and one stdtion is gity-owned. The more | .
T “stations | visited the more | realized that each Qperauovzwas dnigue. However,
' similarities and patterns also began to emerge. 1t is-i possible to generalize
- about all pyblic television operations. Ori the other hand, there seem to be
several phenomena that are trug of certain types of PTV stations.
This report is not the result of a systematic research method. Ll'here .
was o mtervnew schedule. although an attempgwas made o visit, the operasjons® *
of the widest range of stations. While the tact that this rcport was going to be "
written was always in my-mind. I was alsp interested inevarious matters of
short-term interest during my station visits. (What did they think of the formal
survey? Could they explain a few things about their locally produced programs?
What were their plans for the program cooperative? How could the CPB
* Information System Office and Office of Communication Research assist with
_any problems?) | sometimes, but not. always., took notes. I collected anecdotes
and swapped stories. | usualiy spoke with station managers and program man-
agers about local programming; butthere-was often the opportunity to speak with
1TV pragramming statts, diregtors of development, and station people mvolved
" with local production. 71 .

The approach was Journallsm not scientific. There are. however,
several important sources of information that 1 have used which represent
systnmatu, data Lol.y.mon The computerized data base and published **Sum-
muary Statistics of Public Television Licensees’ prepared under the CPB/NCES
contract over the last several fiscal years have provldnd key financial, technical,
and membership information. For several years PBS coffucted a survey of
‘program managers on the appropriateness, Ullllly and quality of programs,
These. although now ouf of date. have been Galuable. The Corporition has
recently sponsorpd an unpublished study of ITV arrangements and decision-

~ makinyg by Peter Epdin His findings have been one con t of the description
, ,‘,‘_,’ of ITV activities. There are also numerous. dogumminunccs. mem- -
.. bership and specific .smnonsé&And of course thif report is a companion to

** Public Television Program Cbntent, 1974."" That publication is mainly statis-

tical and technical, a’resource. Data trom it have been central to this narrative,
impressionistic report on decisions and policies. '

8 . T
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" dts my hope that this report canbg read and understood by the layman.
“The reader who has been in public broudca&in_g for a long time will undoubtedly
_know some aspects of.what isdescribed here, although [ suspect that very little of
_thiskind of material has been written or publistted previously. The goal isto haye
- 'something that will explain public television to both interested laymen and those .
‘relevant decision-makers who have not spent their lives working in the industry.
Ideally, this might have been the™*great book'* about public television
that many of us are waiting for. It is not. However, if it provides insights or
praves to be of value, then thanks are due to the dozens of peaple all around the
country who were willing to give me therr time Wtheir experiences.
Special thanks must go to JonRice.a pioneer in the industry? orhiy patience and
insightful responses to the first draft of this paper. Jack Lyle, former head. of «
CPB’s Office of Communicatiori Rescarch gave me both friendship and consider-
' able support. Thanks are also due to Mary Sceiford who helped with the ITV
chapter and Mary Anna Duna-who suffered through the editing process and
many others who responded to varjous sections of the paper. In the end, though,
an author must take the full sesponsibility for his work. | have described
situations as seen through my eyes or-as I have understood what other peoplé
were trying to tell, me. I have attempted to obtain and analyze quantitative data
‘where it existed, but many critical empirical questions have not been:answered.
In other cases the data provide only half-answers or clues. To critics who may
complain that this report jus{ touches the surface | can only respond:'you are
right. To those who find the’ report has missed some points Qf misinterpreted '~
others. I must plead that an honest attempt has been made to present the issdes -
_ objectively. . : ) _
4 s . R (S
) ’ N.K.
e ' - ~ San Francisco
\ August, 1975
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“Yau should probably call yeur report ‘PTV progra'mhzing
decisions: Who's in charge here?’ "’ - Ty
' £ - —program manager of a small station
. : Q - ]
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ocal public television broadcasters ‘operate
in the contextof a national system. There are
over two hundred and forty stations operated by over a hundred and fifty
licensees in the United States. Puerto Rico, The Virgin Islands, Guam, and
Samoa. (There are more stations than licensees because some licensees operate
networks of several statiqns programmed from a central point.) However, only
L% of all air time in 1974 was local material. Since the stations interact with
several national organizations in order to develop their total broadcast schedule,
itis necessary to present at least an outline of the national sysem and Ns origips if
this report is to adequately describe PTV programming decisions,.

AN OUTLINE OF THE HISTORY

' “'The historian is likely to be unconscious of his most funda-

mental prejudices.’’ .- :
' 4 : —Arnold Toynbee-

It has become chic to begin histories of public television with Aristotle, G8ten-
burg, orm‘leﬁst\t/he University of Wisconsin, where the first educational radio

signals were transmitted in 1919. Let’s skip to. April, 1952. - At that time the .

Federal Communications Commission reserved 242 television chiannels for.
educational use. In 1948, the FCC had placed a freeze on the allocation of
television licenses. Only VHF channels (those between channel 2 and cKannel
13) had been licensed, none for educatiopal or non-commercial purposes.

.~ - . l
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Conseqa;emly& when the decision to reserve channels was made’, there were
© relatively few VHE channels available for non-comeercial use in major popula-
tion centers. Of the 242 allocated channels, 80 were VHF and 162 were in the
;;_QHF.band_(V_channel 14 and higher). Of the nine largesy metropolitan cengers in .
~ the counyry, covering a quarter oflhe U.S. population, only three—Baoston,
. ‘Chicago, and San Rrancisco—were_assigned VHF channels for educational
. purposes.(Later, a commercial thannel originallyticensed © New Jersey was
~ purchased for non{gommerciul use in New York City.and a commercial license
© “assigned to Wilmington;, Delaware was used to pravide VHF non-commercial
broadcasting to the Philadelphiasarea.) In 1966, a tevised FCC plan reserved a_
total of 116 VHF and 507 -UHF channels for educational use.
In*1953, KUHT, channel ¢:in Houston, bdcame the first educational’
television station on the air;“Others followed. In the fifties one 'Of the main *
justitications for educational fejevision was the production and transmission of
programs for usé-by teachers in local clasenoms. With the,advent of videotape, » -
program rcc_ordi‘ng'whs,gféﬁtly simplified and: extensive éx’chang’e of programs
* among stations bécame possible. It also became possible to operate educational
* stations that did not have,to prodiice a great deal of the material they yansmitted.
As early as 1952 there was established.the Educational Television and Radio -
~.Center. By 1954 it was organized and operating from Ann Arbor, Michigan,a *
central locatian from which it could “bicyclk’* programs bacK und forth by mail
anfong the new educational stations. Fheré werg nirie affijiatgs:at the end of that
year. . . : . S -
In 1959 the Center.” receiving its financial backing from the Ford
Foundation, moved to New York and ehanged its name to the National Educa-*
tional Television and Radio Center. (Later it was to become simply National
- Educational Télevision..or NET.) NET was a library facility at first; it financed
and exchanged programs among mcmb'ervstution\s. A key Ford Foundation grant
in 1959 provided atfiliated stations ‘with videotape recordefs,, The chance to .
obtain a $60.000 picce of ¢quipment for free was one waluableaspect of -
. affiliation. ’ : o '

e ~ Ly o
With Ford support. NET, moved in the c\ur[y sixties into the'realms of

funding-program production and acquiring foreign (mostly BBC) programs for
national distributign. According to James Day, a PTV pioneer and former head- |
of NET, "*A national pregram service was not in.the blueprint when the founda-;
tions (of educational television) were faid. It was put there by the Ford Founda-
tion.”” Day feels that without the help given by the Foundation **public televi-
- sion would not have progresséd beyond a parochjal service to classrooms and a -
few bland televised courses for college credit.”” In 1963 Ford granted NET the
first of a series of $6 million grants to upgrade, the program service. (Previously,
NET had Bten operating at a°$1 million a year level.) The federal government
also began to enter the picture in the early sixties. In 1962 President Kennedy
signed a bill providing modest appropriations for educational broadcasting:
facilities if local non-commercial broadcasters could raise 25% of the costs. This
significantly stimulated the birthrate of new stations. . v
. Also in 1962, the U’S. Office of Education financed demonstration”
projects to.cxumine the viability of instructional television libraries. One of these
projects was initially known as the National Instructional Television Library. It

4 ) -
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- 'was administered from 1962 to 1965 by NET:; then operated under the Indiana
~ - ‘University Foundation ahd moved to Bloomington: by 1970 the library had +
checome self-supporting-and wats known as the'Netignal Instructional Television,
or NIT. More recently; NIT has bécome part of the Agency for Instructional
—-—Televisionand'is nowknown a¢ NFI/AIT o just AIT. A'second dénidhsiiéti_on
- project financed by USOE was to become the Great Plains National Instruc-
~ tienal Television Library (GPNITL) located.in Lincoln, Nebraska. GPNITL
has been- closely associated with both the University of Nebtaska and the
Nebraska ETV Network; it serves as a national library and distribution center *
parallel to NIT/AIT. A third demonstration project was the Northeastern In-
-structional Television Libralry. This was established at the fledgling Eastern
Educationat Television Network-and eventudlly developed into the instructional
Television service of the EEN. The importance of these three demgnstration
projects of USOE can be seenin recent data. In 1974 the, NIT Center distributed

19% of all instructional programs broadcast and 10.2% were distributed by

“GPNITL. I the northeastern stites:44% of all ITV programs Were distributed
‘through EEN,. S . ‘
, “The Ford Foundation was alsc instrumental in the establishigent of the .
Eastern Educational Television Netwefk. Initial grants paid for organizational

. meetings, and in early 1961 the EEN was incorporated by a grotp of educational
broadcasters, universities, and state dep’a;mems of education. Listed among the
original members was NET, which a¥th®time was about to get USOE support
for the precursor of the NIT instructional library. The EEN was to be an:
organization of dues’daying members. The first Network President was

Hartford Y. Gunn, latér to become President of the Public Broadcasting Ser-

vice. The purposes of the EEN were: . '

to promote education by preparing, producing, reproducing, dis-

'seminating, fyrnishing, ‘relaying and otherwise assisting” and

cooperating with others in broadcasting by television and disseminat- =

ing by other means of historical, literary,. musical, scientific, medi-

cal, educational, cultural and informational materials and ‘programs

and reproductions thereof, and permitting the use of the same by

othets by sale, gift, lease, license or other means. 1 ‘

This broad mandate involved the EEN in both programming for use in'/

schools and programming for use by a:broader viewing public. In 1964 both -
WTTW, Chicago, and KQED. San Francisco applied for EEN membership.
JTheir requests were refused; but they were allowed to exchange and purchase
programs through EEN’s network program service, which excludes ITV. More
recently, EEN *‘program service'’ membership has been granted to stations
" .including those in Los Angeles, Phoenix and throughout Florida.

o ‘The EEN has developed into a major regional organization, serving
members in eleven states from Maine to West Virginia and additional program
service members. Its Board of Trustees decided in 1967 to tie the member
stations together in a live interconnected netwrk. ‘Grants from Ford, the.
Carnegie Gorporation, NET, and CPB have helped develop and maintain the
regional interconnectypn that is financed by annual assessments of member
stations. EEN'’s interconnection is unique in providing a two way link so that

o pr?grams can origjnate from many stations in the network. There is no need for a

. - _l_z A . ~
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. single central transmission Source. The interconnection has allowed member -
stations to produce live coverage of events for use by other member stations; it '«
has also produced significant savings when compared to the costs of videotaped ~’

- distribution of programs now distributed by fnterconnection: . ’

R ¢ In the early sixties public television expanded rapidly. The number of

stations more than doubled between 1961 and 1966, when the total had climbed
to- 115. The averagé number of hours broadcast by each station increased by
25%, reaching almost fifty hours per week. This rate of growth had been spurred
by the federal; facilities grants of $32 miltiqn between 1962 and 1967, Ford
Foundatjon support of NET—especially the, grants for videgtape recorders and

‘pational programming, the success of the USGE.demonstration projects for -°

instructional program libraries and distribution centers; and growing state ahd

~ focal support for the concept of educational television. o S

. It ‘was also in this period that the first. major dissentions began to
appear. The relationship between NET and its affiliate stations was sometimes
stormy. Although affiliates were under no compulsion to air NBT offerings,

- they had few alternative sources of inexpensive public affairs programs, dramas,

* or cultural offerings. Some affiliate’s felt that a strong centralized organization '
would be -a ‘threat-to local utonomy, others called for more leadership and a
stronger national nétwork concept. (ln—t'hﬁs?;ears the first:*‘we are nof afourth
network’’ comments began to appear with some frequency.) Additional com-
plaints were made with great feelings about what some- affiliates regarded as
NET’s ‘‘liberal bias’’ in the production of documentaries and the disrggard by
*‘eastern intellectuals’” of 16cal sensitivity to matters of taste and language in

- dramatic programs. .7 . '
- *‘The crowning frustration, though, was the expressed feeling of
_..many stations that NET shrugged off their complaints with an arro-
. gance bom of its independence. Supported entirely by the Ford
C Foundation—which, in general, was sympathetic to its programming
aims—and governed by a self-perpetuating board of distinguished
citizéns—NET was relatively immung to the threats and blandish-

" mepts-of the stations. And its governing board and the Foundation

. tookthe position that what's good for the country must be good for the ™

stations. The stations felt otherwise. They were the country . . .

They spoke hopefully and wishfully of a network that was ‘respon-

sive' to their needs.”’ o o
Ge Lo —James Day, Address before the -

e Commonwealth Broadcasting.
v < N Conference, October 1972
~ Late in 1964 the National Association of Educational Broadcasters,

under a $65,000 grant from USOE, convened a conference of station managers
and board members to consider the financial future of their system. The confer-
ence was designed and led by Scott Fletcher of NAEB, who had previously.been
director of the branich of the Ford Foundation that had first become interested in -

- gducational television. The conference urged the establishment of a national. -
commission to ‘‘study ways and means by which educational television can

. become a permanent instrumentality in the United States.’’ At the time of the
meeting, John W. Gardner was President of the Carnegie Corporation. His
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active support for the commission was enlisted, as was that of key staff members
in the Johnson White House. (Gardner soon becanie HEW secretary.) President
Johnson was interested, but it was decided that the commission should be *
supported by private, ggther than government, funds. The Carnegre Corporation
uggdertook to pay the bills.

Fnrlnwr CPB President John W. Macy, Jr.

The Carnegie Commiysion on Educational Television included a
panel-of distinguished citizens under the chairmanship of James Killian, &
(distinguished scientist and scholar. It devoted most of 1966 to an intensive study
of non-commercial broadcasting in the United States and abroad. Eight formal
meetings, taking twenty-eight days in all, were held. In addition, papers were

&« commissioned, hundreds of interviews were conducted, and-a great deal of

professional staff tigne and effort was put into the efforts of the Commission. In

January, 1967, the Carnegie fommission published its report: Public

Té‘('vi.s'inh—A' Program for Action. '

Here was a new terminology, “*public*" television. By the report’s. -
definitions **educational”™ TV had two components: *‘instructional®* and
"'public’'—non-instructional material of importance *‘which is not appropriate
or available for support by advertising."* As former CPB President John Macy |
has written, the Carnegic Commission report wis to eventually attain the status

‘of holy writ, attracting interpreters who would sclectively cite concepts and

phrases to support widely differing views. Inrief outline, here are the Commis-

sion’s proposals; . IR ‘ : '
A) There should be concerted efforts—federal, state, and local—to
improve facilities, provide support for individual stations, and

increase the number of educationdl statians, ‘ .

B) Congress should establish a federally chartered corporation (The
w Corporatjon fo[ Public Television) to receive and disburse gov- .
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ernment and private funds and.. . . to improve public TV pro-
gramiming. This was the fz+damemal component of the proposal.
» The progosed corporation/was to: .

—support at least two national production centers, deal with
independent producers, support production by local stationsof ..
prograins for more-thap-local use, and support strictly local
programming; . .

—provide facilities for live interconnection of stations (Congress
should act to pgovide! free or preferential rates); . : a

—support research and i evelopment of improved programming
and television technology; Yy N

—provide the means tojecruit and train talented television artists

. and technicians. ' '
C) An excise tax should

v provide.a trust fund for the corporation. :
D) The HEW Departmen should be given funds to improve station | .

facilities; expand the' jcoverage of the system, and encourage ;
instructional programming; . ;
‘E) -Federal, state, loeal| fand private agencies should- support “the
development of teleyision as a tool for formal and informal
education. . S -

o President Johnson included a call for the development of educational

television in his January 1967/State of the Union message. Details were given a

few weeks later ina presidentjal message on education and health. The final bill, -
introduced by Senator Magguson in March, included most of the’ recorMmen-

~ dations of the Camegie Commission. L

" The public broadchsting community put aside inlernal-differences;and o
gave unanimous support to the bill. The times were right for such legistation; ande”
<in eight months the President signed the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967.. -

’ The new Act explanded the Carnegie Commission’s proposals beyond:

ielevision—non-commercial radio-was also to be the province of the Corporas
iion for Public Broadcasting (CPB). This was g new, private, non-profit,
federally sapported corp ation greated to **facilitate the development of edu-
cational radio and televigion broadcasting and to afford, maximum protection
to such broadcasting from' extraneous interference and control.™ The Act also
extended and expandedl the initial 1962 federal program to support the growth of
public broadcasting facilities by way of grants from the Department of Health,

‘Education, and Welfare. . - , ’ '

Several components of the final languaée of the Act are of importance
in the public television programming environment. One key suggestion of the

- Carnegie Commission' was not enacted; there was no dedicated excise tax on

television sets. As a result, one of the dominant pattesns in public broadcasting
since 1967 has been the annual trek of public broadcasters to Capitol Hill in
support of a federah appropriation for CPB. An amendment to the original bill
prohibited the Corporation from owning Or operating-broadcasting facilities.
C'PB avas to assist in establishing one or more systems of .interconnection to
distribute programs to the stations. The Corporation could not own or operate an’
interconnection system. By creatjng this type of corporation, the act attempted to -
6 S . ' :

‘.a. ] » ' ¢ l‘ . 15 ' !

placed on the sale of television sets to
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. 'give'public broadcasting a level of insulation from governmental pressures. The
- Corporation soon brought about the creation of anew, independent organization_ '
to run an interconnectjon for public television, the- Public Broadcasting Service
(PBS). Since the PBS Board included station representatives, control of pro- |
. gram distribution was closer to local stations than NET with “its independent
" Board and firfancial base at the Ford Foundation. N :
St A second amendment jncotporated in the Act of 1967 put into law a
" response to the apprehension that public broadcasting might bécome either an,
instrument of advocacy or.a tool of the government. CPB was to make ‘available
to educational stations programs of high quality, obtained from.diverse sources,
- ““with strict adherence to objectivity and balance in all programs or series of
programs of a &ontroversial nature.”’ ., T -
' Almost simultaneous with'the signing of thé Public Broadcasting Act
.. there appeared across the nation a §unday night public-affairs program called
.. “‘Public Broadcasting ‘Laboratory"’ (PBL). The program was another Ford
* . Foundation project, undertaken with the backing of Fred Friendly, a former
CBS executive: who was now television advisor to the Foundation. NET ar-
+ ranged to lease -interconnection facilities from AT&T, which controls the.
necessary lines and microwave links, on‘a two-hour-per-week basis; and PBL
- became the firsf regularly scheduled public television series. In some ways this -
- was unfortunate: ‘The series, by virtue of itg _name'and the timing of its introduc-
#. - tion, wds immediately associated-in many minds with the new, CPB, which had- -
' not béen a party to-its appearance. It received mixed reviews,. soon bécame a
© . matter of tontroversy because of its production quality and tough Jjournalistic
examinations of presidential decisions—particularly - regarding the Vietnam .-
War, It was not well received by a large number of educational broadcasters.
Here was another example of the Ford financed programming which upset many
stations. It appears likely that'reaction to PBL was a significant influenceon the
structures that public television was later to choose for itself.. ¢ cL
. - Meanwhile, the most significant project in the history of educational
-+ broadcasting was also in the works. In June 1966, while the Carnegie Commis-
sion"was already at work, the Carnegie Corporation commissioned Joan Ganz
Cooney to study the feasibility ‘of creating a television program to enrich.
preschool learning by young children. By the fall of 1967 a proposal for the
creation of-the Children’s Television Workshop was being drafted. By early
- '1968 the project had a tentative budget of $8 million from Carnegie, Ford, and
+~USOE. (The full story is told in Polsky's Getting to Sesame Street and Lesser's
Children and Television.) Sesame Street was about to be born.
o Under a provision of the 1967 Act; common carriers (i.e. AT&T)
were allowed to provide free or reduced interconnection rates to CPB. The
Corporation first applied for free service. AT&T rejected the request, and was -
~ supported by the Federal Communications Commission. Eventually the FCC
adopted a standard that set the rate at 40% of the commercial rate. (Even this was
temporarily lowered by agreement between CPB and'AT&T.) A limited inter- .
* cohnection arrangement was made by the autumn of 1969, in time for the first
broadcast scason of ‘‘Sesame Street.’’ The success of the Thildren’s program
was beyond expectation (or hopes). It achieved. its educational godls and it
-+ attracted young viewers in great numbers. (An analysis in early 1975 indicated
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that the 9:00 AM daily showing of **Sesame Street’’ in five nfajor cities was seen ’
by almost three times the number of homes that tuned to the average prime time
~ public teleyision program.) The onus surrounding PBL as replaced by the aura
of “Sesar‘é\&reet”—.—i’t was repgatedly A{e'd as the example of what publiq
television tould do. - N : . -
B (The success of **Sesame Street,' ! its companipn ‘‘The Electric Com-
pany,’’ and ** Mister Rogers Neighbori\ood‘f_ had a considetable influence on the
background in whigh public TV operated for over five years. Goals were often
phrased as “‘we need a ‘Sesame Street’ for . . ." But, programming for the
elderly, minorities, drama lovers, etc. has neyer duplicz\;ed the success of the
programs for young children. In later years, one begins t0 notice a jensc of *
. frustration—"‘why can’t we do-anything else that good?'’—and even & muted

" hostility toward the programs—":boy are they expensive.’)

v In a series of meetings, CPB along withgegre ntatives of the NET
" Affiliates Council ‘and NAEB's Educational 'l_‘elc_visnon Stations division de- .
signed the pattern for an organization to distribute pragrams over the intercon-

nection. This was the origin of the Public Broadcasting|Service (PBS). The *
_board of PBS was to:have a majority of stations represent tives. It was to be a
" non-profit corporation funded by CPB. It would own thee uipment required to

transmit programs over an interconnection and would schedule and transmit = ° '

" programs on aPBS’ ‘féed’” to stations. Note that PBS was hot in the business of
- funding or- producing programs; and CPB, which"cm'l provide funds for
pfogram production, was also prohibited from actually m king programs. -
Under the arrangement, programs tended to comé from PTV stations.
Stations could produce programs with their own fands, of they could receive |
.outside production money—from CPB, government agen ies, foundations.or
corporations. Stations could also acquiré programs—from oreign broadcasters
or independent’ producers—and then submit them to PBS\for distribution. In
practice, the system produced a series of negotiations between ‘PBS, CPB, other
funding sources, and produging stations; and general consgnsus’ was usudlly
~achieved before production began. PBS had at its disposal a 24 hour ihterconriec-
ticn and a network of teletype terminals at every PTV station. Thus, it was
possible to “*pre-feed”* material ofa potemially' sensitive najure by transmitting
the programs during houf’s when the interconnection was|not being used for
direct broadcast. Stationswould be alerted by teletyped *‘flags’" about potential
problems with political slant, taste, or language. They th n would be able to
screen thie program well in advance of the schedaed air date. [In the first periog of
_PBS operations, which began in 1970, there .was some congern that there were

. notenough flags— stations were still sensitive from their expgriences with NET;

_ ¢ but the flagging procedure eventually became generally satisfactory. Atpresent, -
stations generally feel that they have enough time and inforiation to pre-screen E
sensitive material and decide whether to broadcast it to [thgir communities.
{Neither the affiliates of NET nor the stations served by FBS have ever been
under any compulsion to.broadcast anything..Programs wer made available; but .
the national organizations had no authority to demand that they be puton the air.]

Meanwhile, ITV was undergoing a tran'sforma( on. Prodded by the

. stimulus of *‘Sesame Street”’ and then **The Electric Company,’’ educational
8 . . U
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broaddasters bedame more concerned with the teohmcal aesthetic, and instruc-
tional guality o thé programs they were offering for use in the classroom. NIT
lead an became acatdlyst for the formation of natlonal consortia. These
‘ ups of jstate and provincial educational agencies who would decide to’
- Jomtl' fund a specific mstractlonal series. A particular consortium would
arrange for productlon of a series to meet a particular goal. Members would pay a
-specified propottion of the budget and would then have part ownérship and
broadcast rights. Corsortium productlon of 1TV allowed “for sngmﬂcant
economies of scale—many agencies pooled resources for a higher quality series
‘than any one_could have produced locally. It ‘also avoided the; potentially . |
. sensitive problem of; creatmg a national production center for lnstructlonal
" television. Resnstance to centralized decisiofis about ITV hds tradtttonally been
as great as resnstance to nationaf’ textbooks or cutricula. _
- * The most relevant facefs.of pubhc television -history ‘in the early
, seventies were probably its growth—both in hours of service and in program
qualtty—-—and its incessant minor internal squabbles. Located in Washington,
‘both CPB and PBS wgre prone to find sinister overtones and power playsin each
\other s behavior; and outside analysts were quick to search for hidden polttlcai :
imotivation behind every- announc;ment Many of President’ Nixon’s appoint-
énts to‘the CPB boatd wWere cnllcally commented upon, and- several public
tatements - by White; House officials were taken. to be attacks upon the inde- .
\pendence of ‘public broadcastmg—especnally its public affalrs programming.

(This was the period in which then Vice President Agnew was chastising the
commercial networks for biased news coverage.) DeSpltc the squabbles public - -
television was expanding rapidly. .
‘ The federal appropriation to CPB mcreased from an lmtlal fivemillion
dollars in fiscal year 1969 to nearly forty- elghtmtlllon.dollars in the year endmg '
. L June30, 1974. From the firsy, the Corporation began to finance specific: prO_)eCtS ‘
." ' #nd provide general support in the form of - “Commumty Service Grants’’ to
.+ “localstations. The new.facilities made possiblé by the 1967 #@t were financed by |
. \ : S(DE ‘which thus brought many new stations on the air and helped many othérs -

RN

k lgttlftéan‘lly .improve their broadcast quality. Production funds and Commumty '
_Service Grants (CSG’s) began to flow from CPB to the stations at an mcreasmg 4
rate. This augmenteti money from the ‘Ford Foun‘datlo'h and the quantlty and -
1q ality of programs rose- accordmgly Imported-series such‘as * The Forsythe
1S ga” and **Elizabeth R > 'the strong daily,children’ s‘programs, and significant
- | productions from_within the PTV" system brought publlc television to the
| attention. Qf millions of viewerstin this period. ‘e
‘ The Ford Foundation, however, decided in June of 1973 that 1t was
ing to phase out its support of publlC broadcasting by providing a total of $40
" million over flve years, starting in:$974. Between 1951 and 1973, Ford had
s \spent roughly'a quarter billion dollarsonpbbllc broadcasting. Between 1969 and '
' p%fzz the average amount-spent by Ford on public television was just under $20
llion a year. In 1973 the amount fell to $10.6 million as Ford began to
it}tdraw (Status Repbrt on Public Broadcasting 1973, Pp- 16 gives details.)
@spite . this phase-out, total ngn duplicated moncy available to the pubhc
roagcastmg industry rose stea.glly and substantially—from $138 ‘million in.
ista ycar 1970 to $2’39 mllllon)m ﬁscal year l973,,(lb1d p- 2.
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.- Financial growth was steady; but public television faced repeated *
controyersy. Only two of the first six annual federal approp jations for CPB- .
were at the level authorized by Congress, although public br%usli'hg funds -
were most often a victim of a presidential veto of the entire HEW bill. The CPB

appropriation has been a very small part of legislation including the entire HEW:: .

budget. Unfortunately, if the President vetoes the bill, the CPB appropriation is’

vetokd. Statements by White House advisors were interpreted-as dttacks¢ipon
independent public affairs coverage by- public. broadcasting. Lecal stations '
complained that they did not get a large enough. share of the CPB funds.

Producing stations complainéd that too much was spent on'local stations, and not

cenough on production. Disagreements between PBS, CPB and the producing

stations over matters of program selection and distribution of funds often flared .

iffto public dispute. A **partnership agreement’” was negotiated qver i period of-

,/t;-‘qe to spell out areas of separate and overlapping responsibility between the two
organizations. v ' S R

Details of the -CPB/PBS disputes are complex and often not rgadily *
available for scrutiny. The basic problem, however, seems clear cnough. One
organization had the money and the other did not. The t‘i(sL-t‘elt'that it mustretain

. ultimate responsibility and authority for distribution of the federal appropriation, |
while the second felt that it was more responsive to the nceds of the system an¥l -~ - -
less prone to give in'to political pressure. For example, in late I972)controversy
flared 8ver potential coverage of the Apollo 17 moon wafk. It was not carried: .

‘-La_ter, there was a CPB decision to end funding for several public affairs '
programs. This drew a storm of vocal opposition fromthe stations and the press.

~ The programs were ¢ventually renewed. In Yanuary, 1973 the CPB Board met

- and passed a resolution stating that the CPB Boﬂ?(_i “‘cannot and will not seck to

" delegate _its responsibilities for final decision making.’* The resolution also
reviewed PBS activities and found‘several in which there was ‘‘unnecessary |
duplication the two organizations: certain legal functions, the respon-*

" sibility for decisiofs-on program production support; pge-broadcast acceptance,
post-broadcast revid\y of programs, and certain research and publicity functions,  *
The, Board resolveda¥ develop a plan that would place these responsibilities

, solely within the Corporation. YEE o e ~ :

The implications of this resolution were nat acceptable to PBS, which -~ .
was faced with Serious curtailment of functions it was already pefforming. Nor &

“were thé stations ready to support. such a move. In their cyes. recent Nixon

* ‘administration mges posed athreat to the independence of public broadcasting;
and CPB, with 4 Board of Directors appointgd -by the! White Hou's%aw;ns a 4

potential tool through which any chicfexccutivc“rﬁight attempt to contrd] public -
~ broadcasting..In thesend an uneasy peace agreement was adopted after a period of
sometimes acrimonious negotiations. CPB neverrelinquished its de jure author-
ity to PBS: but an arrangement was reached that implied de facta agreement of, -
the two organizations was' required for major programming decisions. S
' At the annual meeting of PBS stations in-latc March{1973 a major '
. structural changé in that organization was approved. PBS had bétn established .
".as an independent nomprofit corporagion operating under grants frgm CPB. The
“stations, with support from the Corporation, yoted to create a new PBS that
would be a membership organization operated under the authority’ of dues:
TR o 0
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paymg stations. PBS continued to hold CPB contract to operate thc intercon-
nection and to. schedule and distribute programs. Its staff was unchanged and -
day-to-day operations were no difterent in the short run. However, the new
entity was directed by a Board of Gevernors drawn trom lay persons on the

“Boards of local stations and a Board-of Mana&ers drawn from local professional

'PTV management. . , .

Dr. James Killian, Henry Loomis, . Hariford N. Gunn, Jr.

Honuran Chairman CPR President «  PBS President
of the CPB Board .

: New conflicts developed when the CPB Board tabled 4 compromIS'e
negotiated by its Chairman, Thomas Curtis, who resigned as a,result of.this
setback. His replacement was Dr. Killian, a man acceptable to both the Board
and the stations. After a few months of further discussion, the reorganized PBS
and CPB reached an effective agreement. Variery was able to write: **The
formal pact signed between the Corporation for Public Broadcasting and the

'._Publlc Broadcasting Service September 28 in Washington, D.C., by CPB prez

Henry Loomis and PBS topper Hartford N. Gunn, Jr., plus the monitoring
committees. set ‘up last May should iron out dlﬂcrcnccs between the two
organizations, according to Loomis."

At the end of May. the -PBS and CPB boards had issued a joint
resolution that clarified some of the points of contgntion. It'specifically estab-
lished the size of grants to local statu)ns under different levels of federal funding.
The amounts were high ¢nough for a **program coopetative’” to be instituted.
The September 28 agreement put to rest certain disputes about specific responsi-
bilities for the two organizations and allowed PBS to proceed with plans for a

Jomtly funded program selection scheme to igvolve all the stations. Following a

serics of CPB/PBS/Ford negotiations, a station ‘program cooperative was
created to allow the stations to select the programs they wanted.

+~:. Stations purchased programs by voting with their own dollars from
among_a list of proposals. Ford and CPB put up a maximum of $10 million
dollars’as a 3:1 match for, dollar,s spent up to a predetermined limit for e:?
station. In the first year of the SPC roughly $4 million was provided by he”
stations for production of national series in fiscal year 1975. Stations. also
contributed $3.1 million in PBS member fees, while CPB distributed $25.4
million of federal money to the stations in the form of Community servicegrants
in"FY 75. The second, and most.recent, SPC resulted in §7.4 mllllon of local

- . . . ll
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station funds allocated Yor national prdduction in 1974-75; another $9]2 million
" (of a maximum $10 milliony was put into the second SPC by CPB and Ford. For

fiscal year 1976, the stations are committed to 3.85 millionin PBS ues. while

CPB CSG’s will i rease or remain unchanged subject to the fate ‘of pending

legislation. :Thus, [&e proportion of SRC funds coming from local budgets -

increased in the second year, while changes in the ratio of local SPC payments to

CSG income and the net amount of CSG money retained by the stations will not

be known until Congress acts on CPB funding. Thus the proportion of SPC -

funds coming from lacal budgets increased in the second year, while the ratio of

' local SPC payments to CSG income declined.

. The advent of the SPC meant an addition to the sources of funds for

~ national programming. Programs were still produced by local stations or ac- -~
quired from foreign and indépendent sources. Distribution was sull by way of
the PBS.interconnection. In fiscal year 1975 the SPC provided 25% of all -

- national program funding, 25% came from corporate underwriting, 21% came
from government agencies, 14% came from foundations, }0 % came from CPB

- -and 5% came from local statior: resources. . L "

CPB, by resolution of its board of directoss, adopted a policy adding
weight to the fact that local statidns now-had a direct influence on'the selection
and funding of programs. The Corporation committed jtself to furld new series '

. for no more than two years. Thus, CPB will not have to decide-whether it should
continue to support a program after a second year on the air. The end of supportis - .

" automatic. If the producer of .a CPB-funded program wants to continue produc-

-~ #ion after two years, the program can be entered as a proposal in the SPC or’
another source of underwnting can be sought. This gives the stations the .
responsibility to determine the fateof established series. Twg seriés that had -

* been cut loose under the two-year rule were re-funded by SPC-2—NOVA and

' THEATER IN AMERICA® - t o ~ ‘

: , In_its brief history, public television has' undergone considerable .
changes; and there is a local history for each PTV broadcaster in addition to the
history of the national system. Local programming decisions are influencedbya .
~ complex interaction of many factors, some of -which will Be discussed. The

people who make decisions operate in the context of an’environment that greatly -

influences the alternatives. available and the:dptions that can be taken most

‘easily. & . I . ' :

THE KEY AGENCIES

e

wAmerican_public television is néither controlled by, nor an-
swerable to, any one institution.’’
—What is, Public Television?
‘ (promotional flyer)
. i - .
- People who work for one organization or the other are often surprised by the way
in which the public confuses PBS and CPB. In the minds df many people there is
a single ** Public Broadcasting’" enjity that operates the **fourth network’’ in the
United States. This general view is ironic both because of the often bitter
disputes’(betweelh' CPB and PBS and also because most people in the industry
N VA T T : L3
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now go out of their-way to demonstrate that public television is nor a ngtwork. It
should be noted that PBS stands for the Public Broadcasting Service, and that the
public television system is composed of a variety of, organizations interacting
with more than 150 licensees to eventually provide the pu'blnc with programs on
more than 240, stations,, (Public broadc asting—as oppdsed to public. televi-
sion—also includes all ‘B{)publu radio.) In order to describe the process of
decmon -making in publicdtelevision, key institutions should be described.
* What is PBS? A good starting point is adescnpuon otfered by arecent
promotionat flyer for public,broadcasting:
' . The Public, Broadcasting Service fs the member organiza-
+ tion of the nation’s public television stationg. Owned and governed
by the stations, it serves hoth as the natighal distributor of public '
television programs and as the coo or of numerous' station ser-
vices. - '
. While not a **network "’ in the familiar sense, PBS manages
and’ services the public TV interconnection—the system through
which the stations are linked together. Through the interconnection,
programs are distributed from PBS across the nation and can be
broadcast at a time of the individual station's choosing.
, As the stations’ nagional representative organizition, PBS
has many othe’ﬁvsponsnbllmes It administers the station program
. coopgrative and provides stations with many support services—
incl%mg acting as their spokesman before the Congress, the execu-
tive branch and the Federal Commumcauons CommiSsion. '

PBS is governed by a board of 25,distinguished cmze‘ns
_elected by the membership. This Board of Governors is composed of -
prominent members of individual communities who serve as trustee$
at their local stations. This governing group is advised by a 25-
member Board of Managers—a group of professional station execu-
tives which is also chose;n by the member stations.

PBS's operaudg budget is derived from the stations, each :
of which pays an annual membership fee, and the Corporation for
Public Broadcastmg which contracts with PBS ta provndc the !ech- :
nical program distribution facilities. ‘

" PBS tends to be familiar to public television viewets because of its
logo. which precedes and follows programs that it distributes. It perfornis two

P

fungtions that are critical to local public television decisions. First, it coordinates
1hc(stauon program cooperative, which allows stations to have a measure of -

control over national program production. Secdnd, it schedules .the public TV
iterconnection. This schedulé determines the day and time at which programs

" will be natlonally distributed. It is expensnvc to videotape programs for airing at

some other time, while it is rclauvely mcxpcnslvc for a station to throw a switch
and transmif a program as jt is arriving over the interconnection. Thus, the
interconnection schedule established by PBS has a great influence over which
programs are puton the air at ady given time by local public television stations.
The PBS **feed' " is prbbably the single most |mponam factor in local decision-
making. '[n-addition, PBS works with CPB to review fynding decisions; it

n?bershlpdnve and it
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~provides research and publicity support. ' S ¢
~ What js CPB? The same promotional flyer provides a bdsic «de-
scription: - : ' T ’
The Corporation for Public Broadcasting is a private, non-
profit corporation established pursuant to the Public Broadcasting -
Act of 1967 to promote the growth and development of the nation’s
noncommercial television and radio stations. Its goal is to provide the
American public with the greatest possible benefit from this system.
- . The establishment of CPB was authorized by the Public
Broadcasting Act of 1967, which directgd the Corporation to receive
and distripute federal funds in ways that strengthen the local stations,
increase the inventory of excellent programs avdilable to them, estab-

" lish effective interconnection services for television and radio, and
strengthen the total ¥ystem through activities such as audience re-
search, professional training, and experiments with new technology.
CPB is governed by a 15-member board of directors appointed by the

" President, with the advice and consent of the Senate. -

- * . CPB has no operational role in the public television pro-
gramming process. Instead, it helps fund the piloting and develop-
ment of new programs; makes unrestricted grants to stations to be
used for purposes of their choosing; supports those PBS activities that
are directly related to'providing an interconnection service; and helps .
support the station program cooperative. oo

B CPB-(also known as the Corparation) has several areas of indirect, but
" extremely important, impact on [pcal public ¢elevision decisions. First, it dis- ..
tributes federally-appropriated money to the stations in the form of unrestricted
Community Service Grants (CSGs). These funds often provide the. margin of
.difference. that allows a station to undertake local programming services—of
course it is up fo each station'to decide how its CSG will be spent. Second, it pays -, .
for the PBS shterconnection. At present, CPB is-exploring the possibility of
interconnection by communications satellite—the current system uses AT&T .
long lines and microwave links. There is achance that public television will have
“two -or more simultaneous feeds. If and when this happens, locdl decision- .
_ making will be radically altered because of the increased programming options
available at lower cost. Third, CPB supports the station program cooperative
(along with the Ford Fo;nd_ation) with matching dollars for the money commit- -

ted by stations. This ha éhcouraged the stations to purchase programs through
" the cooperative.’ d} R :
v * Finally, andcruciglly, CPB supports pilot projects and contributes to
the first two years of production for selected programs. This gives the Corpora-
tion impof’t'an't power over the future of public television programming. The -
station program cooperative tends to select programs from among. those that
alfeady haverhad national exposure, a few ineéxpensive minor projects, and
repackaged material (e.g., animation and Movietone News footage.) CPB
~production money is the major flexible source of funds for new projects..Federal
, projects and corporate underwriting sometimes help finance new productions;
but these sources operate within limitations. Government agencies such as the,
. National Endowments for the Humanities and the Arts and HEW can only 'E)ay
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for prejects that full’within thair domain (c.g_:., health care). and corporate
underwriters tend to be cautious about supporting angthing that might prove
cofltroversial. The Ford Foundation onck’s pported sgecific local programming
~ projects along with.“unrestricted"” grants to produders’ of national programs.
.~ However, it is withdrawing from public televisions and inhas recently limited

“itself to general stationsupport, support of rescagch®projects, support for fund-
*.faising-activities; and marching funds t(ir(t%gl’}é [

Prior to the passage.ofthe ?Egb icBroadgasting Act of 1967, the single
most important organization in non-commercial broadcasting way undoubtedly
the Ford Foundatjon. Ford is a private, nonprofit institution that **seeks to
identify and contribute to the solution of certain problems of national or interna-
tional importance.** Since 1951 it has speat close to $300 million on public
broadcasting; and as late as fiscal year 1971 it still distributed more morney to
public television than CPB. While Ford's role in public television will be less
importantin the future, it remains one of the mbst important organizatons in the
current system. Grants and loans te_themajor preducing stations allow them to-
undertake various ‘projects, acquire newcfacilities. and underwrite proposals to .
the SPC. The allocation of matching funds to-the $ PC encourages its develop-
ment. Ford has also sponsored research activities aimed at understanding and
. developing the PTV audience; and it actively supports local and national
] projects to incfease the abilities of stations to support themselyes through local

-income. In tﬁ‘en:fﬁ;ure there will be a fund of roughly- half a million dollars per

¥, year to support Specific national public affairs programming. The Foundation's

Office of Communications is located in New York City. =~

‘ Another organization with*a changing role in public television is the
National Association.of Educational Broadcasters. “‘During its fifty years, the
NAEB has had many lives and many structures,”" its directory states. During the
early years of public television, the Educational Television Stations (ETS)"
division of NAEB was the trade organization for the industry; and the annual
NAEB convention was the main industry-wide meeting of the year. NAEB/ -

El

ETS played a key rgle in the development of public television, representing the.
dtations and their interests. During this period stations were members of the
organization. The 1973 reorganization of PBS into a station-member organiza-

-+ tion resulted in changes in NAEB. ETS was merged with the new PBS. NAEB+
placed.its emphasis.on the membership of individual professionals. It now -
attempts to serve the needs of professionals who use ‘communications technol-
ogy for educational and social purposes’'—a group-that includes significant-
numbers of . people working in public tdlesisien==typroviding a variety of

~infofmational and organizational services. These include the publicatjon of |
a regular ‘newsletter and thé journal ‘of public broadcasting, Public Tele-
communications Review, thesestablishment of professional training and man-,
agement seminars, and the articulation of standards of professional perform-
ance. .~ . : L . _

The three instructional television libraries established under the 1962
USOE demonstration projects have all become major organizations in the
oVerall PTV system. The Agency for Instructional Television (successor to

~NIT) is located in Bloomington. Indiana..’AIT is a nonprofit organization .
established to ‘‘strengthenfeducation’ through ‘television and other
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 technologies.”” Its current Joard of Directors includes twelve Americans ap-
pointed by the Council of Chief State School Officers and three Canadians
appointed by the Canadian Council of Ministers of Education. AIT serves asa -
film and video library. It acquires, adapts and distributes television, audiovisual
and related print materials for,educatiOnal purposes. A recent survey indicates .
that 80% of the public television stations use instructional programs from AIT.
The Agency defines its ** primary function’* as the *‘development-and coordina-~
tion of cooperative program projects involving state and provincial encies,”’
which pool resources to finance projects. This is the consortium app oach to the
development of new, high quality ITV programs: ’ . .
' *‘Representatives of the consortium agerities meet dvith AIT staff
" .members, mémbers of the project’s curgiculum design team and other' .
.. ¢onsultants, anb the program producers 10 rgview the davelopment of
the television and ‘related materials, plan information activities for
-+ .proper introduction of the sgries, and plan effective utilization of the '
series;. Actual production of the programs is done by selected agen- -
. cies.” ' ' e . S
', . Theproducing agencies aré usually public télevision licensees who are
*comsortism membets. ‘Consortium production has already produced four major
s series: **Ripples’” is.a -series for €arly childhood development of feelings,.
" values, and other socio-emotional characteristics; *‘Jmages & Things” isanarts-
- and humanities series for ten-to-thirtéen-year-olds;f“‘lnside/ Out’’ wonan Emmy °
* for its emotional health edutation programs for eight-tosgen-year-olds;
“‘Bread & Butterflies”” is a series enabling nine-to-twelve-ysar-olds to explore
a variety of work and career attitudes and options. AIT consortium projects in
development stages currently. include television series on metric education,
- essential learning skills, and economic education.
B The Great' Plains National Instructional Television Library
(GPNITL) is a more traditional library of instructional television programs
located in Lincoln, Nebraska. GPNITL identifies, makes aYailable and distrib-
utes video taped instructional television courses. More tha g8 quarters of
licensees responding indicated that}hey'used [TV material from GPNJTL. The
ki

>

library also offers 16mm film and scope materials. It is not actively involved
in the production proCess, prefering to acquire material after it has been pro-
duced. ' : .

_* Thelibrary services of both AIT and GNPITL serve the ITV needs of -
public television through the extensive use of the *‘bicycling’’ system for
* . circulation of videotape. To maintain low rental fees, a number of videotape.

. copies of each program is made and circulated by mail among user stations.
C m\e users choose to order or make their awn copies of series they use
uently, ' N : :
‘ The ITV service of the Eastern Educational Network was the third -

result of the USOE demonstration projects. This developed in a manner quite

* different from the development of AIT or GPNITL. Almost all EEN members

in the northeastern and mid-Atlantic states are served by the EEN .interconnec-

. - tion, whiclis used for ITV during school hours. The interconnect schedule is
- developed by ITV representatiyes of the EEN member organizations. Programs-
come from member stations; and they are acquired from AIT and other nonprofit -
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~ * sources. There is also a nétwork-originated process for making acqu isitions from-
“commercial producers. The EEN also maintains an ITV library for use-by-

* - members. The best of the member produced ITV programs are sold to other
stations, state éducation departments, and colleges and universities. One of its
‘greatest efficiencies is its ability to use a sirigle master videotape for intercon-
neéted transrmission to members. All members do not necessarily use each -

. program. They each choose what they need, and plan’ITV schedules accord-
" ingly. o ' - - _ L

T Along with its ITV service, The EEN provides intergonnecied mem-  *
bér stations in the ‘northeast and mid- Atlantic states (and a number of non-

.  intetconnected ‘‘program service’’ members across the copptry) with an agency
that can'make group purchases, coordinfite distribution of pfgrams produced by "
‘members (with no charges for rights), and reschedule matetial distributed by -

- PBS. - T ‘ o S T
T ~ The two way, twenty-foyr hour interconnection allows many different -
- stations to originate programmingf—including live coverage of gvents—for use ..;

- by other members. It is"also flexjblé enoughi to provide seyeral different simul-

., taneous feeds to a number of subfregions in the network area. AH EEN rfiembers

- * are requirgd to contribute six anff a half hours of materials annually inadditionto
théir membership dues. (Doubk credit is given for ITV hours.) Redistribution

~ and exchange of locally produded material was the original basis fon-the exis-
tence of EEN. Note that;membéls are required-to submit a minimum amount of :*

. -maerial, but EEN is ndt required’to distribute all of it. Some programs. ase
rejected. Many series developed-for EEN in this manner have been pickedupby -
PBS for national distribution. These include *‘ The French Chef," **Wall Streét
Week," **Miste? Rogers™ Neighborhood,”’ *‘Woman,”’ ** Aviation Weather”” -
" and others. ST - _ " a

' Recently, a different source of EEN materiab has gained increasing "

importance. The regional ‘network has begun to provide interconnected and )
- '‘program service’’ membess_ with a considerable amoiint of programming "’
acquired>outside the public telévision system—mostly from the BBC and the R
commerciat British TV system. The EEN! can negotiate a group-buy price with .
whatever organization holds the American distribution rights to a series; ifthenﬁ
polls memibers to determine the level of interest; and if é&)ugh members want to
buy, the price tqgach is determiied by a formula that accounts for station size
and the number of buyers. The system works to the advantage of all parties
because it cuts the overhead required to sell the same program to many-different .
- stations. EEN only has to bdy a single copy of a given program; and salesmen do
‘ot have to vjsit each station to repeat the presentation of material. (Regently,
PBS has announced a national *‘station acquisition market’’ to allow national °
group-buys in the same fashion.) S o
{[An example is the case of ‘‘Monty Python’s Flying Circus.’’ Ameri-.
: ;':an rightsto the BBC series were qwned by TIME(LIFE Films. EEN made a -
group’buy which resulted in at leagtione members’ station getting the series for
" 40% less than TIME/LIFE had been asking for.the single city. When the series -
went on the air; it soon achieved the highest ratings ever achieved by a publi¢
television program in several cities. | R .
" The EEN is currently located in Boston, down the road from W.GBH.
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lesame Street =~

s of its own, and relies on Boston, New -
, (others are also used) for transmission of

jopal public television networks; but none
4vals.the EEN in the scope of its activities.
he overall functioning of the national PTV
Communications Association (SECA).
‘Carolina close to the facilities of the South
s both ITV and regional acquisition and
 the southeastern states. At the moment not":
re SECA members (many. of the Floridd -
{ program service); and SECA’s program-
» of EEN. (SECA’s programming is more
tworks in the mid-west and western states.)
| PTV system lies in its developing role as a
Line’” with William F. Buckley has be¢n
.. This year the regional network sold a new.
Jerabers’’ to the SPC. Located in a region
/ producers, SECA may become a conduit, -
1e south finds national exposare. ATV frem
1sortia has already been used extensively.)
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o There is a significant public television production centet which is not
pan of a public television statian—the Children’s Television Workshop (CTW).
Located across from Lincoln Center in New York City, CTW produces
*‘Sesame Street’’ and ‘‘ The Electric Company." Last year these two series
alone accounted for 21% of all hours broadcast by public television; and the «-
morning airing of *'Sesame Street’" attracts more viewing homes than almost
any other PTV programs. This year CTW has encountered its first unsuccessful
* project. An expensive health series for prime time audiences, **Eeeling Good,”
- failed to-attract many viewers in both an hour-long format and a replacement ,
half-hour format starring Dick Cavett.

-Under President Joan-Ganz Cooney, CTW has expanded its activities
beyond television and beyond material for children. It now engages in several
money-making ventures-to support its non-profit activities; licensing the sale of
books, puppets, and games featuring its characters; and even owmng aminority
,share of a cable television system as an investment.

- The workshop has on rare occasions been mvolved in controversy '
within the system. At first, the request to replace five hours of schoo! television
with **Sesage Street’’ métresistance; only half the stations gave it moming air
time. One sore point was the desire of CTW to solicit viewer contributions for its
programs, Member-supported stations fear that such appeals would reduce their
own mcome base. They have a firm position on'the'issue, and the workshop dpes
not appeal to viewers for support. In another case, hard bargaining took place to
establish the nature of the CTW offerings to the SPC (number of new episodes,
extension of rights, and so forth) and the amount the stations would be asked to
pay. In sum, CTW is one of the most successful organizations in the public
television system. It has a reputation for quality and for sound management.
*“Feeling Good'* may have dulled some of the glitter; and *‘Sesame Street’’ is
- getting a bit familiar to be excited about (Children watching it today were not
born when it first went on the air). Yet the two CTW children's programs have
been public television’s main American-made syccesses.:

CTW and the four stations that serve as national production centers’
receivet three-quarters of all money spent on the production and acquisition of
national public television programs in fiscal year 1975. Of ‘the total $49.7 -
million spent on the production and acquisition of natlonally distributed mate-
rial, CTW received $17.2 million (34.6%). WNET/13 in New York received
* $7.872,000 or 15.8% of the total. The Boston station, WGBH, regeived
$6,468,000 which came to 13.0% of the total. WETA/NPACT in Washington

- got $3,368,000 or 6:8% of the total. The Los Angeles station, KCET7received
$2,190,000 representing 4.5% of all national production funds.

Channel 13 in the New York metropolitan area was not speclﬁcally
‘assigned by the FCC for educational purposes. In fact, it was assigned to New
Jersey rather than New York. Yet in 1962, the Educational Broadcasting
Corporation purchased this channel from its owners with funds supplied by the ~
Ford Foundation, local commercial television interests (who wanted to reduce
‘the competition for advemsmg money), and others. With the coming of CPB
and PBS at the end of the decade,-the original National Educational Television °
organization merged with Channel 13, which changed its call letters to become
WNET Today, the publlc television station in New York is by far the largest
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local organization in the system. It has the most viewers, the highest total
budget, the largest membership, and the greatest auction income. It also pro-

‘ducés more.material for the national system than any single station; a!though
WNET programs by no means dominate the public television airwaves. WNET

" has produced drama (**Theater in America'"), public affairs (‘*Bill Moyers’

Journal’’),’ éducative (**The Thin Edge') and minority (**'Black Journal’’)

_programming.

. 'WGBH in Boston was one of the p.iom;.er publi§ television stations. It
first went on the air in 1955; and since that time it has been one of the leaders of
the industry. Channel 2 in Boston has-consistently been at or near the top of the

- list of public television statfons in terms of both average ratings and the propor-

tion of the population that contribuites to its support. In recent years, WGBH has -~
contributed many major series to the national system. Some of these (** Master-
piece Theater’ and ‘* The Ascent of Man’") have been repackaging of acquisi-
tions from abroad; some have been musical productions (** Evening at_the Pops”’
and **Evening at -Symphony™"); science (‘*‘NOVA™), how:to (Romagnoli’s
Table™"), children’s (‘' Z00M’"). Other programs arealso represented among
WGBH productions. It is importantto note that where New York, Los Angeles,
and Washington all have extensive national commercial television activity, the .
only regular national exposure for television from Boston ison public television.
Public television in the nation’s capital is represented by WETA,
channel 26, which began broadcasting to metropolitan Washington in. 1961.
Severely hindered by the fact thatiit is assigned to channel 26, WETA attracts a.
relatively high proportion ‘of viewers for a UHF public TV station. Part of
WETA is the National Public Affairs Center for Television (NPACT), which
was originally an independent organization. WETA/NPACT is responsible for
much of the national current events coverage on public television. It produced
coverage of the Watergate hearings. Recently, WETA/NPACT proposals for

.-ambitious daily public affairs programming from Washington have been re-

jected by tife stations in SPC-2. The station was successful in obtaining funds for .
its popular ““Washington Week in Review’ series, a less ambitious nightly
news/public affairs offering called ** Evening Edition’* which had been a popular
EEN series, live coverage of special events, and coverage of the 1976 President-
ial primaries. WETA has also produced musical performance series and, a

. minority series for the national system.

| K CET is housed in an old motion picture studio in Hollywood. It is an_

impressive facility. However, public television in Los Angeles has been unsuc-
- c;ssfu}'m its attempts to purchase a V HF channel; so, KCET is forced to remain .

on channel 28, where it has been operating since 1964. Los Angeles’'may be a
hatural location for television production; but KCET is far behimd both WNET

-and WGBH in its production activities for the national'system. hs ambitions

were amply expressed by its.ten entries in"SPC-2; and its current status was

‘. reflected by the fact that only ** Hollywood Television Theater’” was purchased
by the stations. Nevertheless, KCET has established a reputation as a producer
" of drama. As aresultof a $10 million project ““Visions," supported by CPB,

The Ford Foundation, and the National Endowment for the Arts, it is likely'to i

become an increasingly important center of ndtional production.
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: 0%; have a tremendouts responsibility to the people of this
try in making sure that publ:c broadcastmg not only sur-
vives, bur that it flourishes.”’
—Sen. Pasrore March 1973 Hearings

The tables and ﬁgures presented in this section show the financial magnitude of
the national public television system. In fiscal year 1974, a total of more than
$245.5 million was spent on public television activities, and various institutions. .
provided additional support worth $16.5 million to. bring !he total mdusrry '
figure to just over $260 million. )
Cash support for public television is not concentrated at a single
source. Figure 1 shows that state governments, the federal government, local
governmental agencies, colleges, foundations, subscribers, auctions, and busi--
nesses all contribute to the support of pubhc television. Figure 2'shows the flow

*  of funds within the system, and Table 1 gives the details. It is clear that the bulk

of the money spent on pubhc television goes to support the operations of local
stations. Although precise figures are not available, it appears that no more than
* 10% of the $226 million spent by local stations went toward creation and support
of programs that were used by other stations. Thus, 90%, of the money spent by
local stations—78% of all money in public television—was used for local
programmmg and operating expenses.

* When more recent data age available, an examination should reveal
several trends of importance. Public TV income from several sources has been -
increasing rapidly. Member subscriptions and auction income has grown from
year to year (up 68% from fiscal year 1972 to fiscal year 1974); and the rate 0f
growth hasnot slackened as more and more stations begin extensive fund raising .
efforts. Undel"wrmng support from national and local corpérate sources has
* grown significantly in recent years—it jumped from $5 million in fiscal year"

1972 to nearly $8 million in fiscal year 1973 to over $15 million in 1974; and in
1975 underwriting for national programs alone came to $12.4 million. Another’
"growing source of income has been state support. In recent years the legislatures
of several states have provided financial support for public television. Addi-
tional states appear to be on the verge of joining this trend. State support of pubhc '
television seems to rest on two.activities: Coverage of statewide public issed -
‘(especially coverage of the legislature in states such as Florida) and the use of
public television as ‘an effective statewide instrument of instruction in class-
rooms and/or for continuing education. Finally, there has been a continuous
" growth in the:contributions of the federal government to public television.
* Federal support includes the annual CPB appropriation as well as the facilities -
grants to local stations and direct support of specific projects from several
govemment departments and endowments. (HEW has supported the educational
and health care projects for CTW. The National Endowment for the Arts and the
National Endowment for the Humanities have supported specific public televi- -
sion programs. Other projects, including this report, have had partial or full
supportffrom federal agenCIes ) : .
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rt have not increased
’s phased withdrawal

Two traditional sources of bublic television sup
in iportance over the last few years. The Ford Foundation's
has not been balanced by an increasing'number of grants/from smaller founda-

_tions. Thus, tot undation support is declining. Local school boards are faced
with financial crises across the country, and ITV support is one of the’ first
~«frills™ to be cut. It appears that. public television support from local tax
sources—schiool and municipal funds—will not”show ignificant growth, and .
will thus becomie a smaller proportion of an increasing aninual total expenditure.
* The structure described by the flow chart in Figure 2 has heen chang-
ing in addition to theechanges in the magnitude of mgney flowing through the
system. The advent of 'the station program cooperatiye fehns that money now
“flows from local stations back to PBS, which in turn istributes these funds plus
-matching mo‘ney from Ford and CPB to the producers of funded programs.
Another structural relationship that is not clearly shown by a money,flow chart is
" the interaction among producers. CPB, PBS, Fgrd, Federal Agencies, and
corporate underwriters as they decide to provide money for national productions. .
- Of one.hundred-eighteen national projects funded for 1974-75, thirty-six were«
-supported by more than one source. (The proportjon among national series was
twenty-five jointly financed projects among’s xty-one programs.) Program,
financing decisions at the national level tend tb require the involvement and
agreement of several interested parties. Particular organizations may initiate and
. support nationa} program concepts, but other ofganizations are usually involved
before. any production funds are committed. o
- Figure 3 divides the fiscal year 1975 national production budget by
source of funds. Nearly fifty million dollars were spent for programs that were
distributed by PBS in the 1974-75 season. (The word ‘‘national’” has been used.
- Itis imprecise because there have been several series acquired by many stations
outside the PBS distribution system, é.g. Lrviontir Python,”” and because na-

~ tionally circulated ITV programs are not incfuded. The $50 million total covers
only programs fed by, BS..) Corporate.'soyrces contributed a quarter of these
national productiqQ s, federal money added another 21 %, local station funds
provided another 5%. Direct ‘support frgm CPB-amounted to 10% of the total,
foundation support came to 14%,.an the SPC provided 25% of national
production money; however, these proportions reflect direct decisions made by
¢ CPB, foundations and the stations. Infiscal year 1975 three fourths of the funds .
_ spent by the SPC came from Ford and CPB (which got almost all of its money
fromi the federal government). ‘Thys the division of the ultimaté sources of
production money is not shown by Figure 3, which is an accurate reflection of
the division qf authority under w ich money was'spent. _ . '

) - Dataon the overall public television system in fiscal year 1975 will not
be available for some time. The/nearly fifty million dollars for national produc-
tion, however, will certainly bg no more than 20% of the nonduplicated money -
spent by the entire system. ft is more likely to be on the order of 15% of total
nonduplicated funds. : . o
An investigation pf national programming decisions in detail is be-
“yond the scope of this project. However, there are a number of clear relation-
ships betweeri the sources ¢ f national production funds and the kinds of programs
22 - ‘ L ' : .
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| that are produced for national distributioh. Certamgbservuble pressures help -
i

-

determine the.mix of programs available to local statichs, thus inflyericing local
prqgr.ammi’ng alternatives. Y : c -

: The newest source of national production funds is the Station Program
Coopetative. After two years of operation, this mechanisig has pojoled( funds
from local stations (plus matching money from Ferd anle'CPB) to purchase
twenty-five offerings in its first year and thirty-eight in its second year. The
evidence tends to indicate that the SPC }_nechan,'rsm encourages stations fo pay

-+ for production omhley have alr8ady had on the aif, add funds to q'artially
underwrittén, inexpensive (per unit time) projects, and repackage already exist-
ing material'such.as agimation and newsree| footage. One’important aﬁypeCt of -

f" the SPC is that it curtently prohibits entry to prdducers other, than stations and

- established members of the PTV systera (CTW, FCl—for **Mister Rogers,"’
‘and BCTV for **Villa Alegee""). Outside producers must either work through a

. station or obtain other funding soqrces—CPB, corporations, .etc. The SPC
provided 45% of all supposnt fOr'hational publie affairs funding in fiscal year,
1974, more than aﬁy -other- source, This raises the :question of where new, "
expensive public affairs serie?will come from o]

ot Ar‘present‘the/bcst answer seems to be that fqundation funds are the
~ only important source for the development of new national PTV public- affairs
programs. In fiscal year 1974, foundations supplied 34% of the dollars-spent-on

~ programs g#this type. Among the.foundations represented were: Lil y Endow- .

- ment, Egfd, Martin Weiner, Rockefe]ler, National Economists Club, and the' .

.. Andezgon Foundation. The three million dollars they provided,jor natienal

affairs programs represented 42% of all foundation funds for national -
-programming. (This excludes Ford’s maiching funds to SPC.) Corporations.
#provided 10% of public affairs funding, and CPB contributed 4% (excluéiv_e of |
its SPC matching funds). = . " - !

CPB’is in a difficult position in regard to the financi g of national
programs. Itis under.pressure from PBS to contributé more toward the SPC; but
“it also faces pressures from outside the industry. The Corporation has estab-
‘lished an Advisory Council of National Organizations (ACNO) composed of 45
major voluntary, professional. religious, public interest and educational organi-

* . zations. Since ACNO membership represents organizations with specific goals
and reasons for existence, it tends to focus its concern on the deeds of various
target groups. Pressures from ACNO appear to be toward CPB support of

. projects.that have an educative value or provide service to specfic target groups

* such as ethnic minorities, women or the elderly. In addition, \CPB is faced with
congressional interest in these same .areas. ‘Both ACNO and_various con-
gressmen have expressed their interest in matters such as p/ublic broadcasting
employment practices. In the realm of programming, they create a force toward -
. the financing of educative and target group préjects by CPB./In 1974, more than

half of CPB™s national program funds went to educative/ projects (**Feeling
~ Good'* and ‘“‘Nova''), another 1% went toward “Interface,” a target group

. program. This year CPB has become even more heavily involved in target group, -

programming, funding hispanic, black, women’s, and elderly projects. (Finan-
cial data are not availabje at this writing.) T .

. ~ Corperate underwrifings, on the other hand, tend to stay clear of

_ 23
a2

“~




”

jf‘ii];@;in_tn_)vc:rsix‘ll':,publ''i_c affb.irs' material and look fdp pmgramnring‘ with ma's;s ap-
. peal. (Thus, they are not very interested in small target groups, although they

> have supported children’s and educative programming.) In 1974, 29%-of the

" 'national funds for cultural programs afne from three oil companies:” Mobil,

- Exxon, and-Atlantic Richfield. More than two thirds of all funds for cultural -

" programming came from outside underwriting sources. It can be expected that in
+ the future corporate underwriting will play a major role in financing drama,
music, and even some types of documentaries (¢.g., ‘*National Geographic

- Spegials” underwritten this year by Gulf Oil). Public broadcasting executives.
~and development directors have no hesitation in presenting corporate public

" relations departments with information al the **opinion leaders™” reached by

underwriting’ credits before and after eaCprogram. Corpogate underwriting "
~ provides an important source of support for the production of high-budget PTV

. programming; but the areas of content to which significant money will be given .

. is probably: limited.

Another contributor to national production‘funds is the federal gavl"

’ emment. Through ditect arrangements, several agencies have supported proj-
ects falling under the scope of their operations. HEW continued to support -

**Sesame Street’’ gnd *‘The Electric Company”’ through 1974. The U.S. Office

of Education contrjbu"ted over four million dollars,

supporting ** Carrascolen-

‘das’’ and ** Villa Alegre’’—both bi-cultural children’s programs—and a project.

' to rebroadcast thé ABC news with written captions for people with impaired - |

_hearing. The National Endowment for the Arts and the National Endowment for .

the Humanities have also committed significapt funds for national PTV pro- . '

gramming. Federal contributions may increase in the future, although this is not

. certain from some quarters—especially HEW; but
" spheres. There can be support for cultural offerings

it appears limited to two |

in the arts and humdnities,

- and there can be support for specific target groups and educational projects. .

These limitations are happily within a range that pl

eases publig, broadcasting.

. The industry does not want federal funds for public affairs coverage, fearirigthe

- potential for political interference.

It is important to note the crifical marginal importance of ‘national
. production funds. Local public television stations require a great deal of money

- simply to remain on the air. These are relatively fixed costs required to sustain

over 240 stations. Yet the main, staples of theése stations areﬁhetlﬁgh qﬁaligy
~ national productions fed by PBS. (Only 11% of all air time isflocal material.)
- Thus, an additional dollar for national pr duction has greater impact than an

. additional dollar for local gperations. Each national production dollareventually ‘
affects most of the stations. A dollar.for local operations can affect only one.

N .bi'padcaster.

4

. * make a strong case for both a significant increase in

At present, the reality of public television: is such tﬁat itis poSsibie to

funds for local operations

" and a significant increase in natidnal production funds. Local stations are - *
. underequipped, understaffed and their employees often underpaid by-corpari-
- sontothe commercial television industry. On the other haane most attractive
' national programming tends to be expensive British material that is purchased at
bargain rates. At current funding levels, decisions to produce expensive national'-
series such as ‘*Theater in America,”” *‘Nova,” “Bill Moyers’ Journal,’’ or
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_Zoom ‘are difficult to make. It is fo the ‘tredit of public telcvxs’)n that
. high-quality American-made programs are appearing with increasing fre--
* ‘quency. On the other hand, there are still many ambitious pmjects that are not
/- begun because the funds are’simply fiot available. Within a restricted national
A ;ptoducnon budget, anorder of priorities' must dictate which programs are
0 - produceid; and at the moment the de facto order of priorities comes from a vanety
. of intéracting organizations, each, responding to its own interests.;” CPB is
;_ “supposed to fill the gaps with material to provide a ‘‘balanced’” group of )

. programs; But it too is subject to pressures for certain types of programmmg -

..‘

Figure 1

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION ‘OF INCOME (NONDUPLICATED) OF PUBLIC. -
+ TELEVISION, BY SOURCE FISCAL YEAR 1974 :

S .. PUBLIC TELEVISION SYSTEM :
o : “ (nondupiicated income: $260,552,488]

FEDERALLY " /STATE BOARDS OF .

| ’APPROPRIATED FUNDS EDUCATION&GOVERNMENT——-ﬂ:
i~ 22.4% | Ceron. -

. LOGAL FUNDS & BOARDS OF AUCTIONS
—— EDULATION AND GOVERNMENT - l3a% |
- 10.3% -

BUSINESS & INDUSTRY

STATE UNIVERSITIES

_58%
10.1%
¥ X : ALL THER SOURCES
‘SUBSCRIBERS 6.1%
’ - 8.1% o, . .
| @ _', | | FOURDATIONS —

6.9%

. Souroe
Inlormatlon Analysis, CPB
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. Table |
MONEY FLOW OF PUBLIC TELEVlSlON SYSTEM FISCAL YEAR 1974
(Dollars in mnlllons) .

o _ mt‘:oo_as BY MAJOR SOURCE
1. Federal Government Support -~ 4. Local Tax Sources

 Tota .. $5844 - Toml, . $.2891
For lndependbm Producers .- ForLicensees & Others 26.91
(CTW and FCI) . 425 , L o
"< (Television porion) . 4046 5. Dusinessand industry .
. For Facilities Grans  + . 8.13 Total ) $ 15617
- For Licensees & Others™—_ . ;
*(Licensees, Regional and : . For Jndependent Producers . .79
; . . . For CPB . .86
State Networks, Libraries, : . LI
g and Other Organizations: ' ig: Eiecfr'\sees & Others  * 12. g:
-for Special Projects). .. 560 °
. i - W . subscrivers S
2. Foundations Support . 6. Su :::‘al rs and Auctions ¢ 2067 -
" ®  Total - $ 1801 " .°- . —
: For Llcensees and Oth rs - 2967
For Independent Producers - - .81 ers o
For CPB C 1.24 . . -
For PBS - : : .66 7. All Other Sources
For Licensees and Others . 15.30 - Total - . . $ 1586
. ' For Independent Produoers 5.02
3. State Tax Sources, Including ) For CPB ‘- 52
’ State Universitias © ForPBS 51
Total $ 96.49 For All Others 9.81
For Licensees & Others . - 96.49 : ' .
. ° " \‘e » ) "8. Grand Total (non-duplicated) $260.55
. . ‘ B . , .
-, , .
N ;
L 3
N R ’
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Corporation for Publlc Bro-dcuung
cPe) A

INCOME AND EXPENDITURES OF MAJOR ORGANIZATIONS

independent Producers (CTW and FCI)

Income? -

Total . $ 1887
Federal 425
CPB . _ 7.00

v Foundalion o 81
Business & Industry .1.79
All Others ©. 5.02
~ (CTW portion)” {$ 17.57)

" Expenditures: _ - s

Tot'al e - $ 18.84
Intra-lndustry B TR

. CTW&FCrExpenatures | 1843

Licensees and others

Income: 4 > ’ .

E Total} ‘a . , $225.91
Federa) ' 1356 -
PBS . . , * .40 ¢
Independent Producers _ M
State. ¢ 96.49
Local - 2691
Foundation”. - 1530 -
Business 12.01
Subscriber ‘ . v 2148
Auctions = * ) v, .853.
All Other® - ¢ 10.08

Source: Information An,alysig., cPB-

Total (Television Portion) * $ 43,08
Federal Government, 4046
Foundafion - . 124
Business ande\dustry . .86
All Olhols . 52
‘Total (Television Ponion) $ 43.08
|ndependem Producers ' 700
Y 841
CPB -'203
Liconsoos & Others* 25.64
Public Broadcasting Sorvlco (PBS)
income; . ]
Total $ 1245
—CRB . .~ S oA O 8.41.
intra~industry - . - 265
Founda .66
‘Business 51
Federal : A7
" Ali Others * - 15
Expenditures:
Total $ 1245 .
Intfa-industry 1.07
PBS expenditures 10.26
Al Others* 112 . B
’ i , i *Includes transfer funds to the folowing fiscal year.
. - ) R .
N : \ . o “~
. . -
N ) e . ' .
A Jl.‘
‘ ° )
: ‘ 7
¥
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S PUBLIC TELEVISION SYSTEMS MONEY FLOW CHART:

.~ Figure 2

FISCAL YEAR 1974

: (Dollaré in Millions and Boxes Drawn to Scale) -

r .
-

-

513.56

FOUNDATION -
) = .
L ss01 | $.81 N CFC|& $4.25 FEDERAL |
O v > < : $58.44.
$18.87 |- anoth. .
. A 1‘ A __._Business
) 3!
»y
) To Lic. ] - ,
- .
§ N ~ & 3
» 3
¢ ' 1. ) .
gl - < > cpe | ToCTW& §CI - |
Q . $43.08 . - $502
o X $8.41 . 4 $.52 K '
: ' - To CTW & FCI
) , T i 4 $1.79 :
. . ¢--------- Business
N Y ¥ - ToPBS | ALL
t 2 o © $.51 ': i OTH.
- ' : - P $15.86
: PBS $.40 5 ™ ! L
BUSI- _
) $12.01 NESS 3
.$15.17 sl. -
' . (]
KW \L' ’
. 8 LARGEST. I D SUBSCRIBERS
. . |coMMUNITY! AND AUCTION
\ ¥ > | LICENSEES | ‘
[T (35284) |-
= 82987 $29.67
; . — .
96.49 . . o
. m - $ : —| PTV LICENSEES, - .
) _ . STATE & REGIONAL
RS " NETWKS., LIBRARIES. & «—
: . -OTH. ORGANIZATIONS ‘
= ‘s 91
RPE , ($173.07) 32691
" o STATE TAX g , - Total . $225.91 a
~ | SOURCES INCL. | )
.STATE UNIV. LOC. TAX
. $96.49 SOURCES
. . ‘ $26.91
(} L 37‘ Source: 9PB Information Analysis




' Figure3. -
SOURCES OF NATIONAL PROGRAM FUNDING
~ . (Fiscal 1975, Total $49.7 Million) -

¥ ’ 4

:-"." .~ . Federal - . . Station

[———Prolects . 0 - Fuids'—
: 2% . 5% .
o ‘Corporate ‘ /CPB |
¥ .2so/° . S - 10% *
e Foundation o .. ssPC
: ’ : 14% ~ o 2s%T
-~ ."' G5
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é '‘America is geographically diverse, éthhically diverse, widely

diverse in'its interests.’. . .Until excellence and diversity have
- been joined, we do not make best use of our miraculous instru-
- ment.’’ o >

—Caiveg'ie_ Commission Report

ithin constraints imposed on ‘all stations by .
. : ess than adequate funds and the programs
available from the national}lervice, programming policy decisions at most PTV
stations are influenced by a combination of technical limitations, attitudes and
personality of station management, perceived community ‘taste, standards,

needs and wants, available talent, the need to obtain local support, and thel" .

supply of programs from sources outside PBS. S,

_ For purposes of analysis, PTV broadcasters can be divided into five
archetypal groups: large- member-supported stations, medium and smaller,
member-supported stations, state networks, smaller stations at colleges and

‘uniiversities, and smaller school board stations. The diversity of the system

necessarily means that no simple grpup of categories will create a perfect fit.

‘Some stations are uniquely beyond categorization, and others straddle catego-

ries. These, groupings will be used here to present a concise overview of local
operations. : ‘ ‘ :

- ) ‘ |

““It's naive to think that one can really open dp Jor full discus- |

sian the various approaches to systems.”’ v
.. —=C. W. Churchmpan, The Systems Approach

THE GENERAL SITUATION -

t would be easy to limit this report to a discussion of how 'much mbnéy the

w\

-

system needs. Undoubu_:dl’y, the two most impon?pt_ limitations on local station
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programming operations are budget : e and the menu of programs made
available by PBS. However, it is wrong to assume that the.content of public

television is determinel solely by these constraintg. There are certainly local .

programming desires that can only be fulﬁlled-if(here is more money; but there

are also a signifiCant number of policy decisions that determine what is broadcast .

within'these financial constraints. Even with scanty budgets and limited alterna-
tives from PBS, the diversity of local pro;,ra"schedules demonstrates a diver-
sity of programming philosophies and a wide range of decisions made undér a
large numbeA of influences. A discussion of local programming decisions must

" continually #hift back and forth between. availability and financial limitations
..and more subtl? social., political and personallty factors that also influence public

broadcasting.

A brief list of programming hmnauons due to lack of sufficient funds can
probably serve as a useful introduction for those who are %5 familiar with the.
problem. At current funding levels, public television faces the following chronic
problems although individual statlons vary' considerably:

a. [nsufﬁcnent equipment. Some stations cganot produce much'local
programming for lack of adequate hardware; some need more or
better film chains and color videotape facilities to reduce de-

- pendence on national interconnection schedules; poor transmitter .
quality often means'that PTV s(auom——cspecmlly those on UHF
channels—cannot b€ seen by mapy homes in their communities.

b. Inadequate technical staffs. Public television is poor, and often®
“cannot afford to pay for enough technicians who are corhpetent at
high levels. Some stations have equipment they cannot usebe-
cause they cannot pay crews. Other stations have difficult mainte-
nance problems because (echmclans do not have the time (or the .
ability) to keep aging eq’unpmen( in good repair or to upgrade their

- skills.

c. Inadequate production staffs and on-air talent. With a low budget
~  you face the problem of deciding between hiring few people -at
competitive salaries or more people at non-competitive salaries.
The former decision lowers the quantity of local production, the
latter lowers the quality. (One interesting phenomenon is that
young, inexperienced people‘start with PTV; then, if and when
they show talent, they are hired away by commercial stati
offering more money . Only the very dednca(e}and the Iess compe- .
tent remain.) .
d. Inability to produce much local programming. Regardless of staff |
and hardware quality, the cost of professional quality production
prohibits more than a limited amount of anything beyond “;talkmg
heads.’’ .
e. Lack of flexibility. Some stations cannot afford to respond to °
rapidly developing community needs. With budgets tight, there is
often noextra money for film stock or aremote unit when there is'a
civil disturbance, a natural disaster, an event that deserves local
coverage, or an unexpected need to enlighten the community on -
‘some issues. Public stations aften cannot afford to pay overtime

g 40.
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and often have no real contingency fund. -
Inability to create awareness of programs, The lack of significant

\ budgets for promotion obliquely affects programming decisions.

\ Some programs ‘are worth showing (or producing) only if one
‘expects a particular target audience will be watching. Why rush to

. produce a special on a burning issue in the community if there is no
way to inform the community that it will be’broadcast?

g. Reliance on national service for quality and quantity. Stations -
often must carry PBS feed because they cannot afford to keep
themselves on the air otherwise, and because nothing they can

. produce can match the quality of PBS feed. ,

h. Programs that require a station to spend its own funds (i.e., SPC
_purchases and acquisitions) are limited to known and/or inexpen-
sive alternatives. Under tight budgets, purchases must be made
under conditions of minimum risk. A known program can be

- judged worthy of a high price; but it is difficult for a station to risk
precious funds on an ambitious untried concept. For¥ign acquisi-
tions are bargains, since their production costs have been paid, and

~ they can be screened and examined prior to purchase. -
. The second major influence on lochl programming decisions is the

finite number of non-local programs available. Regardless of whether PBS,
AIT, a regional network, or some: other source makes programs available, and
regdrdless of whéther these programs are free or purchased or part of a system of -
exchange, the fact remains that less than one out of fiine hours broadcast by
public television has been produced by the local station. This indicates the
degree to which individual stations choose from a list of alternatives that is not
under their direct control. (SPC voting and group buying activitjes of the EEN
give groups of stations the power to determine what will bé available. Single
stations vote for acquisitions from among offerings. But a program will be
acquired only if enough stations give their support.) If a station wants less
material of a given type than is available there is no problem, it is free to ignore
the PBS feed and faces no compulsion to buy specific programs it do€s not want.
However, a’station that wants to carry a kind of programming not available from
one of its regular distribution sources may have no place to turn.

The limitations imposed by the list of nationally available programs are
compounded to some degree by the day-and time of which programs are fed by
the interconnection. If a station feelsthat the time of a PBS feed is inappropriate,
it faces the choice of either broadcasting at gn unwanted hour or paying the cost
of a tape and delay showing. If PBSis choosing the best feed times for programs,
pressures forcing stations to carry programs as fed are beneficial. (For one thing,
it is possibie to develop national publicity.) In the future, multi-channel satellite
* distribution mady remove the economic pressures to carry a given program at a
given time; but at present, stations must also cope with a PBS feed that includes
SPC programs they did not purchase. The ability to ignore or revise PBS feeds
varies by type of station; this will be discussed in more detail in the next section.

To the extent that public television has a central ‘philosophy it is
represented by the term “alternative service.”’ This undefined concept means
different things to different licénsees. To some itimplies a need to provide news
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and commentary that give an alternative to network newscasts; to some it implies

a mandate to ‘educate via programs specifically designed to instruct; to some it

implies the need jo provide material ofgpigh *‘cultural’’ value—plays, operas,
ballets; to some it implies coverage of otherwise obscure events such as minor
sports; to some it implies becoming a medium of record—a recorder of events for
posterity; to some it implies acting as an agent of change in the community; to
some it implies providing programs that interest-a limited but unserved audience.
Actually, most public broadcasters seem to see alternative service as some

. combination of many of these factors, which are then given varying relative

importance. -

Here are two program managers’ comments, taken from a PBS sur-

vey, about the same program: ‘*As I see ETV's role—it is the essential type of
programming’’ ““(such) programs_mfe inappropriate on pubh(.‘ television.’
In the same surVey the average rating among program managers in the northeast
indicated that the amount of public affairs prpgramming was *}just right’’; but
half of the respondents thought it was not **just nght"—25% thought there was
too much and 25% thought there was too little."

Within a station, individuals often differ in their goals; but there tends
to be more agreement within an operation than there is across operations.. Yet, -

" beyond the ability to say ‘*We are here to provide alternative services,”” most

(but not all) licensees tend to avoid articulating an explicit programming philos-
ophy. Thls“may be a sign of the pragglausm of the people running the system. It
would be 2 meaningless intellectual exercise to clearly state the phllosophlcal
raison d' étre of alocal public television operation that did not have the resources
to implement a broad programming policy. It is hard to escape the conclusion
that some of the stated goals of somé stations would change rapidly under
different economic and social conditions. Thus, it would be premature to
commit a station to an overall policy that may be unsuited for the future.

. Authority to operate a non-commercial television Station and legal
responsibility for all decisions lies with some form of Board of Directors for
every public television licensee. Authority can be delegated, responsibility
cannot. In actual practice, however, the main functions of Bogrds have been the
selection of station management and support of warious station fund ) raising
activities—rangipg from membership drives to legislative testimony. The deci-
sions taken at thcqﬁourd level tend to involve issues of broad policy, finance and
employment. Since the transformation of PBS a number of members of local
PTV Boards have also become active members of the PBS Board of Governors.

Practical daily programming decisions are made by a station manager

and/or a program manager. (In most cases, ITV programming decisions are

made elsewhere.) Many of their choices would probably he the same if made by
their Boards. In almost all other cases, managers fegl that cither they could
justify their actions to the Board's satisfaction or that the Board allows them
sufficient lecway. Among the station managers there appears to be a feeling that
their Boards never exert overt pressure in the arca of programming. The consen-
sus (although not unanimous) seems to be that members of the Boards rarely
express an awareness of programming, although individual members sometimes
make inquiries that receive prompt attention.

The relationship and division of authority between station managers

4 2 3
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“and program ma_hagJ varies among stations. At one station the general man-
~ager makes all key decisions and no one would act without consulting him. At
- another station there is a separation of authority; but one feels that the program
“manager is always looking over his shoulder. At still another station the program
" ‘'manager is supreme in the area of programming. Some stations divide pro-

. gramming and production responsibility between a program manager and pro- .
. duction manager; others maintain both types of decisions in the hands of one

person. Many stations delegate all authority over programming for use in
“schools to an independent department of the station or even an autonomous
‘committee designated by the school system(s) using the programs. ‘

: Two factors must be kept in mind. when considering station program-
ming decisions. First, all influences and components of decisions are part of an -
‘interconnected system. The outcomes of earlier decisions affect the nature of
later decisions. Influences on policy are in turn influenced by policy. Second,
pressures often exist as expectations rather than as a result of any overt threat.
Broadcasters.know that if they put on a certain type of program they will be.in

" trouble. They do not have to try itto find out, and nobody has told them not to air
such things. The expectation of good or bad consequences of a decision is as
much of an influence on that decision as a threat or promise of consequences
from an outside source. Feedback to broadcasters is erratic and limited; but they
expect certain responses to certain types of programs. .

The most critical factor influencing local programming policy after
money and program availability presents analytic problems. Personal prefer-

- ences and attitudes of station managers and program managers are the third key
‘to understanding programming policy. The people who control programming
come to-their jobs with personal views and personal goals for their stations.
These views and goals determine the type of)program schedule that a station
broadcasts. Personality variables are part of an interconnected system. Station
managers often reflect the nature of the community in which they choose to work
" and the organiizations that.choose to employ them. And even managers with the

most unique attitudes cannot create programming without money; nor can they

totally ignore the PBS feed. , ' '

' Many personal characteristics of station managers affect the tone of
general station operations. Some managers consolidate authority, some delegate
authority. Some managers insist on a tidy operation as the key to efficiency,
others prefer a more relaxed atmosphere. Some are skilled broadcasters, some
are skilled managers, some are skilled financiers, some are skilled politicians.
‘All have a number of these skills, many are deficient in some areas. The styles of

, general station operations vary; and one tends to feel a surprisingly large impac

_ of top level personalities on the overall mood of a station. _ :

. One area that has considerable effects on programming is the back-

- ground of decigion makers. At several stations the men in charge have -a
background in news, public affairs or documentary film prodygtion. It is not
~ surprising that'these stations are oriented toward public affairs=programs on

- local and non-local issues—as their definition of alternative service. The news

oriented managers tend to be involved with community action as acomponent of

public affairs; but they may see their stations more as suppliers of information

" than as instruments of change or protest. = S 7 ’
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~ Other decnsnon makers might be called professional managers. Their
stations tend to be run as efficienctly as any, and their programming tends to be
based on pragmatic considerations. What is available? What can we do best?
Whiat will induce the most’ support" What will cause the least complalnt" o
Another type of mariager takes the role of *‘educator.’’ This orienta-

‘tion is toward programming for skills or instruction or culture. Neither ‘the

- pragmatist nor the educator wishes to see public television dominated by public

affairs programmnng, but they have different reasons. The pragmatist feels that

._such programming often cannot compete with the quality of the networks and is a
" waste of money. The educator feels that PTV should not be in the riews business.

,A final component of management personality mlght be called ac- .
tivism. This is |ndependent of personal or professional orientation. Simply put, -
managers vary in the degree ta which they feel their stations should be involved .
with and responswe to the political and social needs of their communities. Atone,
extreme is a relatively small station that spends a large part of its production .

‘budget to produce a weekly local program for blacks and another weekly logal

program for chicanos. At the other extreme is a major city station that produces
almost no minority oriented programs although its signal could. theoretically |-
reach as many as half a million black viewers. Although there currently is not
such a wide difference between most stations’ activities, differences in manage-
ment activism will appear if there is ever sufficient money for extensive local

~ production.

~ - The relationship between station management and a community re-
ﬂects management’s perceptions of the community. There can be. no ‘‘objec-
tive’’ answers to.questions of commumty tastes or needs, only an approximation -
of overall attitudes and opinions. In the past, station management based its
perception of its commumty on a narrow band of contacts plus the ‘‘common’
knowledge’’ that is available to most people at a similar socio-economic level.
At present, the expectation of an FC Crule has generated considerable interest in

‘‘ascertaining community needs.’

. Most PTV stations are currently obtaining some type of input from
their commiinities. Many have an advisory group (although the method of
choosing such groups and their representativeness varies) and at least one has-
actively recruited minority group members for its Board of Directors. In com-
munities where minority groups are organized, the local public station is one
place they bring their demands. (At one station there was a picket line putup by a
minority group demanding services estimated to be worth $300,000 to
$600,000.) Where such groups are neither organized nor militant they are not
visible to local stations except when management looks for them.

Local station management believes it knows its own community. Of

“ course it is difficult to test this belief; but many managers admit that their input is

limited. They tend to base some Judgments on letters and phone calls—the most
irate sometimes from people who did not see the program they complaln about.
However, they know this is an unrepresentative sample of opinion. They pay
attention to newspaper reviews. They listen to what people are talking about.
And they acquire, after some time, a sense of the taste and standards of their
home towns. They feel that they know whether or not a nude ballet will be
accepted and when they have to bleep an obscenity or blasphemy. There is a
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. AMERICAN SAMOA, Non-Domestic/Govt. of Amorlcan Samoa
Pago Pago
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range of expected community. response—in some places managers expect a
flugry of indignatiop over some {ypes of content, and in other places the same
content is not e‘xp:L{:ed to cause trouble. Independent of expectations, different
* ranagers respond differently to potential complaints. Some are extremely sen-

“sitive—they will not air material that may create an uproar. Others feel very

- strongly that it is their duty to resist pressures if the program has merit.
‘From the most avant garde metropolis to the most conservative town
- there is alinost unanimous agreement that some ‘comgupity tastes and standards
have changed significantly inthe last few years. Espécially-interesting is the case
.of standards on obscenity and blasphemy. (The two ary not the same, and elicit
responses from-different people.) Many terms are becqming less objectionabie,
. and in some cases objections are made on ;pi\g Words are used by the
_-wrong people or in the wrong context. ‘ ' '

On the other hand, political standards vary

v . idely over different.
communities; dnd political pressures sometimes influenceNocal programming
-decisions through a unique interplay between pressure groups and the personal-
ity and perceptions of management. A protest that may cause one manager to
“pull a program may be dismjssed as the work of a‘crackpot by another. . .
o There are traditional right wing complaints about the *‘radical’’ con-
" tent of public television. (Not the conservative view of the *‘east coast liberal
/- bias''—which is a complaint shared by some management—but the kind of
complaint that condemns a Casals concert from the U.N. because it is a
communist organization.) These are usually ignored. Conservative protests
against the **liberal bias’’ may only be heeded in the context of acommunity that
is perceived to be conservative. Liberal protests—especially from the groups
that have heard about a PBS program which is not going to be run locally—seem
. _toembarass managers. Like conservative protest, liberal protest has an influence
“on programming policy to the extent that it is perceived to be consistent with
community standards. The only cases in which liberal or conservative com-
plaints will affect programming when the community leans in the other direc-
" .“tion, occur when such complaints are consistent with the personal views of
station management. In such cases, management is usually found on the side of -~
“‘balance’’ or *‘freedom of speech’’ regardless of political preference.
. The needs and wang&of a local community are interpreted by station
management from different viéwpoints, and produce widely differing respo'rlses.
. The heart of these differences lies {n the differences between goals of various
" stations. Just as everyone in public television wants to provide “‘alternative
~ gervice,”’ everyone is also committed to ‘‘serving the community.”’ (The FCC
requires community service of all broadcasters; but public broadcasters seem to .
. feel that they should do more than commercial stations.) Techniques of deter-
mining community needs and techniques of meeting discovered needs are
usually consistent with the overall philosophy of a station. Thus, some stations
- wait for input that indicates something they can do (if they have the mohey) to
| - serve their community. Other stations allocate funds for community service and

.« actively seek areas in which they M o : ,
; - _ A common baseline for commui service appears in election years.

..~ Most public television stations allocate some time to the presentation of candi-

dates and issues to the electorate. ‘Most often, this takes the formof a candidates’
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: \\night or nights in which contestants foroffice are in?ited to appear at the station.
Y. Sometimes not all of the candidates are able or willing to appear; but the FCC

‘requirements for ‘‘equal time”" are typically interpreted to mean that all parties

..~ should have access to exposure, not that they all must be seen. Formats for

andidates’ nights include simplé statements by candidates, interviews, and
‘prgrams in which viewers can phone in questions. Organizations such as The
‘League of Women Voters are sometimes asked to participate. Additional cover-
age of referenda and ballot propositions is often desired by the stations; but the
cost of production limits the quality of coverage. : : o
: The area of programming to meet local minority needs is one of the
‘most uneven in public television. The range arid quantity of this type of program
4s determined by moriey, management personality and the degree to which-
minority communities are active. (The degree of opposition'to minority pro-
gramming can also be a factor; and several stations have negligible minority.
populations in the communities—for them the issue dogs not exist,) In some
communities, even where the station perceives sufficient need or demand for
local minority programming, there is no money . . . thus, no programs.
In sum, itis difficult to estimate the influence of perceived community .

- needs and wangs on programming because the response to community needs is

typjcally best met by local production that is beyond the scope of the stations’

resources. o o ’ SRR

{The preceding discussion of factors that influence Iocal public televi-'. -
sion progrgmming and’some of the thinking by local decision-makers has béen
necessarily vague and tentative. One of the clearest attributes of local stations is
their diversity, and it would be a mistake to go too far with sweeping generaliza-
tions about the thinking and environments in so many different situations. The
next section of this chapter will attempt to.narrow the focus. It will examine,
again in a general fashion, the programmjng process iff five arbitrary station
typologies., nh. N IR

-The basics at all stations are the same (except in the area of instruc-

“tional programs). There is a PBS feed; someone decides to use programs #8 they
come in or delay, delete, or repeat them; additional programs-acquisitions, local

- productions, delays or repeats are used to fill any gaps made in the schedule and
all.air time during which there is no feed. Local programming policy.is nothing
more than a series of decisions that produces a broadcast schedule.

- DECISIONS AND STATION TYPES

. \ : ‘ . ':
W

Your cat grins like that?” ‘Jt's a Cheshire-Cat,’ said the

" Please, would you tell rgfj‘aid Alice, a little timidly, ‘why
Duchess, ‘and that's why™>

[}
—Alice in Wonderland
. ' .
Itis relatively simple to generate category schemes for public television. Fitting
the licensees into them is quite another thing. In this section, five categbries will
be presented; but no attempt will be made to rigorously define them or to shove
every public television broadcaster into the'scheme. The categories have only
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been adopted because there seems to be'a moderate amount of common ground
‘among certain groups of stations. To that extent the discussion of programming
‘decisions can be simplified. " ‘ '
Large member-supported stations. There are eight large stations that are
supported by membership subscriptions, serve major-metropolitan areas, and
aspire to a significant quantity of national production from theif facilities. Even
these eight can be divided into two groups of four: Néw York, Boston, Los
Angeles and Washington are major production centers for the system; Chicago,
* San Francisco, Philadelphia, and Pittsburgh form a secord rank of national
- production centers. These are eight of the ten largest metropolitan areas in the .
United States. (Detroit'and Cleveland are the other two.) They include 30% of
the total population, and the stations attract 37% of all homes that tune to PTV in
a given week. ot - . .
. ~ Programming decisions at the large member-supported stations are
complicated by several extraneous factors. The organizations are large, and
“several levels of management ahd staff have a hand in progtammming decisions;
there is pressure-to give prominent exposure to local material, which these
stations produce in more quantity than other PTV stations; there is pressure to
attract audiences, since this is/a prerequisite of membership income; and there
are programming constraint | imposed by pledge nights, pledge weeks and’
auctions, all of which take .czqnsi‘derable portions of prime air tiéne. '

‘ The.large member supported stations are all run by non-profit com-
" 'munity corporations. Each has a Board of Directors; usually composed of
- prominent citizens and/or representatives of local educational and civic organi-
zations.  Pperational responsibility at these stations tends to descend through a :
. chain of coramand starting with a president, or chief officer. The distance of
+ “trustees from daily programming decisions is exemplified by a unanimous
' résolution passed by Yhe executive committee of WGBH, Boston: /.
, ... as a regular policy, the executive committee and the trustees are -
not to be asked for advance approval or disapproval of any pro-
grammatic idea, but that the presiden(ais directed to bring to the:
* executive committee as a sounding board program proposals in areas
that he considers to be unusually sensitive.
. Note that the above resolution was concerned with “‘program pro-.
**posals’’ rather than purchases, acquisitions, or decisions to carry PBS offerings.
“Boards, and even station presidents, of\the larger stations are interested in local
production—for both local and national use—to a far greater extent than they are
‘concerned with other components of local programming decisions; and almost
all of the authority in-these cases rests with the chief officers of the station. The:
boards are interested spectators, helpful fund raisers, and ultimately they hold
the power to hire or fire the cfef officer of the station. - '
Production and programming operations at the four largest stations are
o extensive that there is a second. management level—with titles such as
vice-president and station manager—through which authority for programming
'decisions also passes. Ata third management level there is another person who
- has daily programming responstbility. The other four large member-supported -
stations tend tp have Oz;}single person performing the functions at both of these
levels, For the sake of consistency, the people with daily operational responsi-
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bility for } programmmg will bc referred to as program managers, although their
titles range from **Director of Broadcasting’’ through ** Vice- Presudcnt for -
Programming’’ and their explicit responslbllmes vary. :

Other parties to programming decisions at these stations are people
from membership and development departmen& (**Development’” is a public
broadcasting euphemism meaning tund-raising, just-as **public information™’
has come to,refer to publicity departments.) Membership and development play
an important part in programming to the extent that plédge nights and pledge’
weeks (peripds when programs are separated by **breaks®* during which viewers
are asked to telephorie their pledges of membership subscriptions) must be
scheduled around series and $pecial§ with potentially ageat audience appeal ,
Development departments have also becpme increasingly important as these
stations begin to seck local corporate underwriting for programs they purchase’

* from the SPC or acquire through other sources. A purchasgd program is lokhy

underwritten when a local business or foundation agreesfto pay” the cost
program (usually plus the costs of transmission) in return for a credit before and
after the program. Such underwriting creates scheduling pressures. A bad time -
slot will not please an underwriter. The potentidl of underwriting may also be a
factor in the decision to purchase a program. (It is never a sufficiént reason for
program’selection; but a program’s chances are helped if the decision-maker

~ knows: the station will recoup the purchase price plus transmission costs. )
. At one of the large member-supported stations it was estimated that .
fund raising on the air took. place more than sixty days a year, and the other

stations are not tar behind. The need to raise station income Via M&ppeals
affects programm‘l’ng in a predictable manner. Since only some of public televi-
sion’s regular series attract a.large enough audience to generate a continuous
stream of income from repeated appeals, there is a search for specjdls to use in

-pledge nights or pledge weeks. These: pre:empt regular series with minimal

audiences. They tend to be *‘cultural’ material with attractive stars or hlgh
power documentaries about hot issues; and most of them come from ecither the
acquisitions market.or the limited supply of*‘blockbusters™ produced by public
television in the past. This year, PBS established a Station Independence Project
(SIP) with over a million dollars of Ford support to help local membership
drives. The SIP acquired national rights for a number of specials-that were
combined with the regular PBS feed to create a national pledge week catled
Festival *75. The large member-supported stations participated in Festival *75;
but they augmented schedules with even more specials than PBS had obtained.
(Several years ago two of the stations happened tolave simultaneous pledge
weeks. One attempted to recruit member support with breaks between the
rcgular PBS programs. The other threw away the PBS schedule, for a week
made almost entirely of acquisitions. The first station hyd a very poor plcdgc
week, while the second had the best in its history. Newspapcrs picked up the
story, and the message was not lost on member- supported stations.)

A second programming phenomenon caused by repeated membership
appeals is haphazard and unpredictable schedules. Many pre-empted programs.
are moved to other days and times so ‘that the station cannot be accused of,
dropping the program. Even when programs are not pré-empted, their starting
times become crratic as pledge nights stretch fram cight o’clock to mldfilght
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“smaller member-supported stations is the quantity éf focal programming they*

T | Pledge Night at WETA e «
* (The 8:00 ptogram begins ai 8:10, the 9:00.progfam begins at 9:22, the 10:00

~ program begins at 10:37 ang ends after its regular vigwersthave usually gone to
::s-récfff)- ; ) . [ . - .. '

-

" One _th'fng that sets the laxge,meh)be‘r-supﬁoned statios apart from

be

- produce. ’lgl‘: larger stati_ons,pro'duce',- and aspire to produce, more regular local.

- series for

"~ less regular basis. Production is costly, and local se ies from large stations are of
~a type for which it is difficu]t to find full corporgte underwriting (e.g., daily
_news). The staff and facilities requirements for extensive local production are a
critical reason‘for the increasg in appeals for membership support..Higher levels

of membership income, conversely, cap encourage degires to*do- more local -

uction. At these eight stations the number of subscriBers grew 46% in fiscal - .

- year. 1973 and 47% in fiscal year 1974. —~—

" many cases, ‘membership/auction income does
" "budgets. National production brings in valuahle

costs (incluling station overhead); and i

b3 .

Although it has représented an-increasing proportion of total income in
"ot always dominate ‘local
erhead payments that support
¢ often parallel local production
{ these large cities, local production
‘in responsg to ghanging patterns, of

local facilities. However, local contributi

‘activities are often enlarged or curtaile

“_member support. (Membership appeals almost never—as a matter of policy—

-tell viewers that their money will be sed for production of a specific program.
. And most membership incame seemsjto come in response to ‘‘pledge’’ appeals.

/' made after popular national series-or acquisitions.) .

W)": .
;
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feir communities. Smaller'stations cam #fford local production on a
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» Sinte station attention is focused on local productions, it is not surpris-

.ing to find that local programs have a degree of scheduling priority. Local news
- and public affaifs series are usually placed in the 7:30 *‘prime time access’" slot
“against weaker local commercial competition. -Local cultural, docurientary,
minority, and access serjes are given good prime time slots. They tend to replace
more mmW&slor (Al slots in which unpurchased SPC programs are
fed. One constraint onfthis Mad-of scheduling is that it is more difficult for a
station to move a PBS-fed series with long episodes. Thus, ‘/Theater in

»  America’ is rarely re-scheduled. i .

Locally produced series for national distribution also are given extra
attention. They are repeated more frequently in prime time, and they seem to
inspire extra promotional effo‘[ts. Audience ratings tend to indicate that, all
things beipg equal, national programs are seen by a higher percentage of viewers'
in the city whgre they were made. This has been true of **Nova' in Boston,
**Theater in Aniérica’’ in New York, *‘Soundstage’ in Chicago, **World
Press”” in San|Francisco, and others. (Please note that **all things'' are fre-
quently noUéqLaI.) o :

Theilargest community-supported stations seem to be fully willing to
resist pressures to limit content on grounds of obscenity, blasphemy, or nudity.
In fact, several of them have produced sqme of the programs that caused
problems’ at }ther stations. Relative to other PTV stations there is also a

M~

tendency at the big stations to stand firmly against political pressures regarding
content. Of course, these stations have the resources to keep out of some trouble
by producing local follow-ups presenting the other side of a controversial matter.
There are limits to this resistance, however; and the variety of responses, to
potential and actual political pressures is probably as much a function of
personality and individual attitudes as anything else. These stations, like the
national system, face considerable pressure from minority groups with demand% '
for more programming directed to them. (License challenges have been made
against several large stations. Programiming has been one area, but not the only
. area, for these challenges.) ' '

- It is possible to speculate; although themvidence is quite limited, that
the large member-supported stations are more susceptible to overt programming
pressures ffom certain sources than from others. (Perhaps this is simply a
reflection of the relative strength of the pressure groups.) Complaints from
right-wing “organizations seem to raise all sorts of ‘‘freedom of speech’’
responses—although there is almost always an attempt to bring in programming
that balances political points of view, Charges of *‘racism’" in program content

- have more effect. (Viz. WNET's withdriwal of the Swedish, ‘*Harlem: Voices
and Faces™ after organized prdtests from black leaders.) Other pressures are
almost subliniinal. Overt programming demands from members or corporate
underwriters or local political leaders are resisted as a matter of course. (Reason-
able presentations are listened to; and there is often much discussion.) On the
other hand, the stations are aware of the lines that they dare not cross: inordinate
‘and irrelevant obscenity or blasphemy, full frontal nudity, overtly racist at-
titudes, and extreme political opinions without benefit of counterargument.
' Because @f the various levels of management above and below pro-
gram managers-at-these stations!decisions tend to be oligarchic—at least those
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Jom sensitive programming matters. Pragramming staffs prepare schedules based
£om.PBS-feed, local production, and desired acquisitions. The schedules must fit
_plans for membership drives; they must take into account the desires of pro-
* ducers to get the best slots for their programs; they must go to development

-departments for potential local underwriting; and they must be se¢n at higher

Tevels in the corporate ladder. The larger stations have also begun to look at

“ratings more and more often in the last few. years; and there is sometimes a

. research expert to give an evaluation of the audience potential of various

_ scheduling options. The oligarchic decision-making model has both"good and
bad points. It takes more time, and collective wisdom tends to restrict adventur-

. ous ideas; it also provides greatet input and more sources of creative thought-to - '

_the programming process. o : . ’

- Larger operating budgets mean that these stations have more freedom
from the PBS feed. They have the facilities to tape incoming programs for
delayed use or repeat showings. They have more available local production.
They have larger acquisition budgets. (All eight are members of EEN.) With
this flexibility comes more work in determining schiedules. Potential acquisi-

- ions are often screened by several people at a station before a decision is made.

~ (The same is true of potential SPC purchases that will come from PBS.)

" Questions ‘about dropping doubtful PBS offerings are often discussed among
relevant station staff. (A director of local public affairs may take part in the
decision of whether to vote for ‘‘Washington Straight Talk’’ or coverage of a

pditicular event.) Although specific functions and lines of authority exist in
theory, the practice is"one of blurred lines, group décisions and consensus. A

. program manager tends to have the ultima{c': voice in decisions; but it is rare for
-programming decisions to be made in face of severe opposition from above or
below. (It is, in fact, rare for such disagreement to occur. Station management
tends to be like-minded in regard to programming.) . L

One final note. Future programming in these eight communities may
‘be complicated by the fact that all of them contain at least one other PTV station
to serve the same community . In five cases the license is held by the major station.
itself, in three it is held by others. When and if there is an overabundance of PTV

-programs, these communities will have to deal with the issue of two-channel
programming. At present, three of the ‘‘secondary’’ stations are off the air for
financial reasons. ' ’ ‘ :
Smaller member-supported stations. Between forty«five and fifty-public

. television stations can be classified in a'group that is*‘member-supported’’ and

* smaller than the eight major stations. The reason the number is vague, and the

“reason that the term ‘‘member-supported’ has been used, is that the totaf
includes several stations that are licensed to universities or school boards. The

* traditional, legal definition of PTV license categories has used the term *‘com-

" munity’’ to designate licenses held by non-profit community corporations. This

_designation would exclude stations in Denver, Seattle, Phoenix, San Diego and
elsewhere which in many instances depend on membership support for the

" majority of their income, although their licenses do not fall into the *‘commu-

.. nity”" category. Of the fiftywo-largest metropolitan areas, other than those:
" ‘containing the eight ‘‘major’’ ®jations, thirty-six contain member-supported
.. PTV stations. These cover roughly 32% of the total U.S. television households..

{r
o
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(Three of the metmpohtan areas’ art; served by state networks that solicit
membership. The other thirteen cities are served by state networks, school
stationis or college stations that do not actwely solicit member support.)

The economic situation at member~supported stations covers arrex-

' tremely wide range. On one end there are stations in medium-sized cities where
" aggressive ‘station activity has generated thousands of memberships. On the
“other end there are stations serving very small populations where even if half of
~all viewing homes gave $20 a year, more _support would bk needed to maintain
station operatlons (The current range of. membershlp is fromone-in-six v1ew1ng
homes to one in a hundred receiving homes.) -

A few very small. merLbj:-?proned statlons currently face severe

economic crises.- At .the- larger |statiofis the ‘amount of local support helps
determine the* &mbunt of local that can be provided; at the smaller’
stations ’Iack f local support threatens the very existence of the station.
Economic hargéhip has dictated that a “member-supported" station with an

. insufficient pOpulation base may be forced to join a larger entity. In such .
‘instances, fhe station®may become part of a state network operation, or it may
operate ay/a satellite of a PTV station in a larger nelghbonng community. This
" conceptAs begmmng to be explored as one of the ways in which public television
can best serve small communities. Either a state network or a large.sgation
provides almost all programming and fac:lmes and the small local station has
sufficient facilities—or access to central facnlmes——to provnde occasnonal local
material. . .

' The more typical member- supported station is not in such a difficult
posmon In fact, the typical situation seems to be ong of consistent growth over -
the last two or three years. Mémber-supported stations in mid-sized communi-
ties—i.e. those containing from 300,000 to 1,000,000 homes—have grown for...
several reasons. One is the availability of federal grants for local PTV facilities.
Another is the combination of higher Cﬂmmmy Service Qrants from CPB and

\rapldly increasing ‘income from Iocal auctions and fund raising. Additional
income has also been achieved in states where the legislature has provided
support for the PTV system. (The types of state support for non-state nétwork
public television [icensees varies widely. Florida, Pennsylvania and other states -
have been extremely supportive. In additional Qtes pendmg Ieglslatlon also
authorjzes funds for member—supponed stations.)

leferences in sources of income between the largest member-
supported stations and other meﬁ\ber-supponed stations are reflected in differ-
ences hw%r:nronmems within which programming decisions must be made.

" Overhea national production contracts, greater gross income from auc-
tions, and higher population bases from which to recruit members all provide
more discretionary money for the larger stations. (The gight big stations take i in *
more than a third of all auction money and roughly two-thirds of all membership
income in the system.) Middle-sized membership supported stations receive a
higher proportion of their incomes from local school bpards, local foundations,
federal grants for facilities, CPB Community Service Grants, and state sources.
Another important financial potential has not yet been fully exploited by the
stations in mid-sized communities: auction incore can provide a hlgher propor-
tion of their budgets than it can in larger markets Although larger cities obtain
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Ui ionéy from PTYV auctions (the first WNET auction in 1975 brought in far
¢ than any televised auction ever held), only alimited number of items can be
430ld per hour. In contrast, larger cities offer potential membership in proportion

0 the ‘number of homes viewing the station. Thus, the ratio of auction to

?mber,suppm'ted stations the ratio is more often’between 1:1.0 and 1:1.5.
€% At the mid-sized stations there has not been a tradition of local

production amounting to more than about an hour per week. Production costs
tend to be lower at tese stations—Ilack of unioni contracts and willingness to use

“Jess sophisticated equipment are prime reasons. But discretionary income has
‘been low in the past; and most of these stations have not committed themselves to
- regular series of programs until recent improvements in their income levels. The
_cost of tape-and-delay activity issrelatively similar for most stations; putting
_pressure on lower income.stations to carry programs from PBS at the time the
* are fed. d'to very small stations, though, the mid-sized stations m%
.more likely to reschédule programs. Generally, they look for spots where PBS is
“distributing an SPC program they have not purchased or make use of the prime
“time ‘‘regional split’’ hours—during which PBS does notfeed the

interconnection—for local production and acquisitions. In a few cases they

‘membership income at large stations is on the order of 1:3 or 1:4. At smaller -

reschedule the PBS programs when-a program manager decides there is an

imperative reason. , _
When compared to the larger member-supported stations, these sta-
tions do not devote nearly as much air time to membership_.appeals. Con-
sequently, pressures to obtain specials and reschedule series are not as great as
they are at the larger stations. The mid-sized stations are also not as concerned
with audiences and ratings as the larger stations, although this situation has been
shifting rapidly as CPB and PBS have begun to provide audience data and
* research support. Through the early *70’s a handful of letters or a small number
of phone calls was taken to indicate ggroundswell of support or opposition for a
. program. Now' many ‘stations have conducted surveys or purchased rating
-services. S

Management structure at mid-sized stations is naturally simpler thanat -

" the largest stations. Again there are community’ non-profit corporations with
boayds of trustees. (This is not true of the stations licensed to universities, etc.)

Again, there is a general manager who has operational sesponsibility. Routine -

,programming decisions tend to be the responsibility of a program manager (titles

~ vary), who usually also coordinates local production activities. At the mid-sized
stations these two managers tend to work closely together on the overall man-
agement problems of the station. Their offices are muth closer together than the

* offices of top management and programming staff at large stations. Perhapsitis

because the smaller staffs work more closely and know each other better; but one

gets the feeling that programming decisions at mid-sized stations are more firmly

in the hands of the program manager, who may be subject to the views of the

station manager in occasional,sensitive cases. (Such a situation depends on the
fanagerial style and personality characteristics of the station manager.)

Th&se smaller €fations do not appear to have the complex decjsion-

- making pattern of the large member-supperted stations. Production, develop-

" ment, and publicity staffs are consulted about areas of their concern. Chains of .

46



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L3

command and areas of activity seem to be more clearly defined. In some cases
comments and ideas will be sought by program managers. There are simply
fewer local projects and more pressure to conform to the PBS teed. Thus, there
are fewer programming options and fewer critical programming decisions.

Since local production is less intensive at these stations, it can take on
added lmponance when it exists. In recent years, national programs on several
health-related issues gs, veneteal disease, etc.—have encouraged local
“*follow=-up’’ efforts. stations have responded with “special local
programming—call-ins, panel discussions, documentaries about the local situa-
tion. Production activities for these and other tocal efforts consume a higherand
more visible proportion of station ‘activity than they would at a station with -
regularly scheduled local series and/or national production. The scnw
citement about local activity is more-readily apparent to a visitor.

In general, member-supported stations, large and small, are a bit more
concerned than other stations with the attractiveness of their programming. The

eight largest stations repgesent similar metropolitan areas. The mid-sized sta--

tions are located in cities with a wider diversity of interests, attitudes, and
preferences. What may be attractive in Jacksonville or Sacramento may not have
a similar appeal in Seattle or Rochester: Senmlvny to questions of language and
taste varies from community to gommunity; and programming decisions at these
stations result from combinations of perceived community attitudes and individ-
ual personalities of managers. who may or may not feel that they should run
counter’to suspected community standards. Recently there have not been many
occasions when local stations removed PBS programs or *'bleeped’” content
because of sensitivity to language or taste. Although a few managers have.
decided to delete material in some regions of the country, the general tendency in
the past two years has been to carry PBS programs as fed. Decision-makers at.
mid-sized member supported-stations attribute this to growing sophistication
among television viewers and increased thoroughness by PBS.

‘Along with increased attention to program attracuveneSs have come
new and different’ sensmvny to content and additional programmmg pressures.

" The best programming bargains available to the stations in terms of cost per

amount of programming appeal tend to be imported British series. PBS has -
provided ** Civilization,”’ ** Masterpiece Theater,”” ** The Ascentof Man,’* and
other imports that have proven to be among the most popular programs ever-
shown on public\elevision. Other programs are now becoming available
through the EEN and on the open acquisition market. In one direction is,the
pressure to obtain the most attractive possible programming within limits set by
budgets Inthe other direction is a new pressure against two kinds of imbalance
in schedules: too much foreign material, and too much **almost commercial""

entertainment and drama. Stations are drawn to available British material, and at
the same time made uneasy about the amount of it they use in prinfe time. They

‘are drawn to the large audiences that will view ** Monty Python’" and simultane-

oasly a bit worried about possible charges of ‘*commercialism’” and **failing to
perform an educational function.”’ There are a few program managers at the
extreme ends, some refusing to cortsider anything without a cléar educational or
“*cultural’” attribute and some who define education and culture so broadly that it

. can mclude any programming.
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# . " Certain British imports are easier to justify than others. **Search f
" the Nile" fits almost every programming philosophy; a newly available serigs
. +**The Rivals of Sherlock Holmes'’ is period drama of atype not usually offeréd.
" by commercial television, but to some people there is enough such material on ot
**Masterpiece Theater’’ which' is shown twicé a week; ‘‘No Honestly’" is a
- comedy series falling somewhere between the old *‘Bumns and Allen’ commer-
cial program and a situation comedy—although more sophisticated than U.S."
sitcoms—and it has been purchased by some stations. and rejected as overly
+ **commercial” by others. Regardless of programming philosophy, there always
remains the issue of how much imported material should be shown in prime time. '
" Certain acquired series are sometimes held for airing ata different time of year if .
it is thought that there are:‘‘too magy’’ (a concept that varies among decision-

makers) foreign programs in the sghedule.

Half of the member-sufported stations serving mid-sized com-
munities are transmitting on UHF ‘channels (channel 14 or higher). Table 2
displays the distribution-of mid-sized UHF and VHF member-supported sta-
-tions among categories of total weekly audience. It can be seen that most such
UHF stations attract alower proportion of viewers than VHF stations. There are’
© significant exceptions. Mid-sized UHF stations serving Rochester, Albany,"
*'Syracuse and Buffalo in New York State and Scranton, Pennsylvania attracted
gelatively high proportions of. viewers to their UHF channels. "

\', ’ Table 2 . : -

Distribution of Member-Supporiqd PTV Stations Serving 300,000 to 1,000,000
Households by UHF/VHF and Percentage Total Weekly Viewership (February 1975)°

Percent metro homes viewing at  Number of UHF  Number of VHF

least one PTV program during . stations at this stations at this
a week (sign-on to sign-off) audignce level audience level . " -
20% or less . : , . ' 6 _ ¢ 0. -
21-25% - - . 4 - 0
26-30% , ; 2 .. 9
31-35% > o2 : 3
36-40% ' _ 1 5
41% or more - 2 _0_
TOTAL : 17 17

-

. The disadvantages of UHF work against many of these stations,
limiting their audience, and limiting their membership income. Lower income
froni membership means lower levels of discretionary funds to use for local
production and hence a greater dependence on PBS-fed programs that have been
‘underwritten by national sources. For member-supported stations there is a
closed circle of programming to membership income to pr‘z’;ramming. High
quality local production and investment in attractive acquisitions bring viewers
to the station; viewers. are recruited to become members; membership income
provides the funds with' which to produce high quality local material and
purchase attractive acquisitions, : , o :
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" about eighteen centralized
“criteria chosen for inclusion. Six such networks are located in southern states,

i

State Networks. Statéwide, governmental agencies or authorities hold public
television license$ in twenty-four states. Such agerncies also operate public
television stations in Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and American
Samoa. In several of the states, state ownership does not mean the stations age
operated as the kind of “‘network’’ that will be described here. In-others, the sta
agency runs a single statiqn, and cannot be considered a network. There are
%ll(i-'s(a(ion state networks. The total depends onthe

four in New-England. A few are licensed to statewide university systems. Nine-
solicit membership suppon (Only one of these-is.in a southern state.) Despite

_ the ‘wide diversity of situations, regions, budgets, and legal authority for these

state networks, there seem to be common atributes and: some similarity in
programming environments. (Note that several states have established ‘‘state
networks’’ to serve a group of stations licensed to non-state entities. These are
not included in (hlS discussion.) - - .

The common characteristics of the state ne(works belng considered
are: a central facility that serves two or more stations, a high proportion of total
income derived from action of the state legislature, simultaneous interconnected

" transmission of programs at all stations, and responsibility for daytime instruc-

tional television service to s¢hools in the state. There are- exceptions to these
common themes, and broad generalization cannot exactly describe.any smgle,
operation; but there is probably enough common ground for an /E);Bloratmn of

prégramming at a centralized state network.

The nature of centralized state networks of public television stations
tends to be tied to the fact that they have been created and primarily funded by
state legislation. Thus, they need not appeal to viewers for contributions to
maintain station services, and they are free of influences from corporate support-
ers. Although some of the networks have membership income, this tends to be a
relauvely small proportion of most budgets. Since the main source of network

funds is the legislative process, the accent tends to be on service to the state and

its citizens.
Data from fiscal year I97? indicate that more than three-quarters, of aII

- income for stations licensed to state agencies came from state sources—356.2%

from special state television agencies or other government sources, and 21.4%
from state boards of education. Among all PTV licegsees the proportion of
income from these sources was belaw 30%, and state licensees received more
than two-thirds of all money provided by such sources to public television. (See
Statistical Report on Public Television Licensees Fiscal Year 1973, p. 49.)
State networks provide identical television programming to more than

one area. Thus, their conceptof their ‘‘community’’ differs from that of stations
serving a single town or metropoljtan area. This, combined with the fact of
ﬁnancmg from state sources, tends to mean that the concept of *‘local’’ pro-
gramming refers to statewide services. Two things should be noted about this
statewide programmmg concept. First, some of the state networks are moving
toward semi-autonomous stations that would break away from the network
interconnection for a few hours a'week. This can be done by establishing small
mini-facilities in several communities or by use of mobile equipment. Second,
many ‘of the states under consideration are either not dominated by major
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spulation centers or find that major popula:if{ centers are served by PTV.
“stations outside the state. network. Pressures for local programming to specific
'metropolitan areas are teduced /in states* where wide population distribution
"Gfeatés a perception that the state, rather than the municipal unit, is of primary
 gepgraphical and political interest. Pressures are also reduced to the extent that
“other PTV stations serve the major metropolitan centers of the state. (e.g.,° -
:"Adanta, Ga.). , _ S ‘
.. . Oneof the recent programming trends among these state networks
’(and loosér “‘networks’” of stations within other states) has been coverage of
 state legislative and political activity. States from Connecticut to Nebraska have
begun to provide regularly scheduled coverage of the activities of legislative
 sessions. In somé cases such coverage presents actual sessions of the legislature.
““Local’’ production such as this must fidd a place in the schedule. At state
networks it tends to have pgeority over soje of the more ‘‘entertainment™.
_ oriented materials available fhrough the acquisitions market. The 1974 Program
Content Survey \ndicated that state networks transmitted an annual anfount of
public affairs programming\that was at about the average for all PTV stations. It -
may be presumedYhat statewide coverage represented almost.all of the *‘local’’
component of publicaffairs content. o - T :
: The organciktion of state networks is unlike that of stations operated
by non-profit community corporations. Legal responsibility tends to reside with.
N\s‘statc authority or agefcy establiffied for the purpose of management of public
television bperatianfteﬁ called “*educational’’ television at these networks.- . -
A few.ofithe state operations are the legal responsibility of the trustees orregems
_ of state unjversity systems. In either case, board members are usually selected by
a governmental process—appointment by-the governor with approval by the
Tegidature, for examplé. The legistation establishing and providing funds for
state networks often describes the reasons for which they have been created. -
"These tend to émphasize the’educational and cultural betterment that citizens of
" the state can obtain through the use of government funds to support an educa-
- tional {or public) television system. Such clear emphasis provides guidelines for
decision-makers at state networks; and the programmiing polici€s. at the state
‘networks tend to reflect*a desire for citizen betterment and/or presentation of |
material that has special relevance to the state. (One programming department at
~ a state network has serious reservations about transmitting the tennis matchg? :
that have been fed by PBS. Does a tennis match have a relationship to the reaso
for which the network was created and funded? The programmers would rather
have either a course of tennis instruction or a tennis match originating within-the
" state.) o o : ' ) :

The involvement of state boards in theractivities of state networks is
parallel*to that\)f the boards responsible for community corporation stations.
Board members provide general guidance for the stagjon, without involvement in
‘day-to-day programming activities; and they ‘function to support the organi-

- zation—in this case by appearances before legislative bodies and the governor tO
make the. case for desired funding levels. Active managerial responsibility

- belongs to the chief executive—President, General Manager, etc.—of the

~.network. This person usually becomes fairly well known in the state—most state

5
.

_ networ}s operate in §tates with moderate or small populatiens—due to activities .
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on behalf of the network. Appearances, magazine articles, legislative testimony,
talks with the governor, etct, all provide a context in: which top network
managers seek support for the network. In most cases, these managers enjoy
very good- workmg relationships with state- officials. .

" State networks usually have dclearly defined responsibility to provnde
televised classroom instruction. This is reflected by the common characteristic

. level of network organization: a clear departmental division between ITV

services and the responsnblllty for the other areas of programming. A typlca]

,pmctlce is the division of air time into."*1TV"" and “*PTV"" (or ";__eneral )
" blocs, in separate departments of the network. [TV programming pracmes will

be considered in.the next chapter. Programming in the **general’” time bloc at
state networks responds to an environment that differs considerably from thé
environments at other types of public television operations. .
The financial situation at State networks tends to be relauvely stable
and strong State funding establishes a firm and predictable source of mopey
compared to the situation faced by stations that depend on national production,

member contributions, or the budgets of- school boards and colleges. State

networks serve severyl communities from a central facility, and this facility
tends to provide high-quality work space and production facilitjes. (Justification-
may be primarily 1TV production; but resources can be used for any activity.) -
None of the state networks visited or discussed for this report were fully
unionized; this allows lower productlon costs and greater tlexibility in, using
available personnel for a variety of functions.

Networks are not located in a single metropolntan area, often they exist
in states where the population is spread over a wide area,’they do not depend on
viewer contributions asa crucial’componerit of income, they often include many
UHF channels: for these and other reasons decision-makers have not been overly
concerned with ratings or audienc e. (In many'cases estimates are impossible
to_obtain. In some states sped‘al diu have been comihissioned in gecent

' years—usually to demonstrate the number of citizens affected by the network.)

Important feedback to programmers includes critical or editorial comment,
discussion by |mp0rtant state figures, mail and phonL calls, and respons? 1o

. programs that have an interactive format (live call-ins, write for booklet

Several states have annual on-air auctions like those of meniber- -
supported stations. The logistics of a pick-up and-distribution system in a state-as
large as Nebraska are complex and interesting. A successful statewide auction is
a tribute to the organizational abilities of people at the network. Other networks
refuse to cn.ga&e in fund raising as a matter of policy. They feel that sineg they afe
supported by tax dollars they should not ask individual citizens to chlmbute
more money for network support.

Pressures for pledge night progran’mung arc almost entmly absent;

.good fucilities and sound financipl situations allow extensive tape- -for-replay

activity if desired (freking the nctwork from the scheduled PBS feed); a legisla-

_tive mandate indicates primary attention to service for the state; and the primary

source of ndtwork funds implies that programming should not enrage gov-
ernmental and political leaders or a large number of. citizens. Programming
decisions tend to reflect such an envnronmcn‘t—modjflcd' by the personality and
attitudes of the individuals mvolvcd in the decisions. (The environment de-
51
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‘College and University Stations in Smaller Communities. Over fifty

scnbed isa genecahzauon of course. It does not exist exactly as described in any
single situation.) .
In addition to statewide public affairs programimjog, state networks

. can provide state serviges by production of programs that encourage the devel-

opment of the arts in the state. Thus, there is a strong justification to produce a

~ play using talent available within the state. Decision-makers find less justifica-

tion for the acquisition of large numbers of foreign plays on the open market. -
Emphasis is also given to producing programs that will in some way aid the

- viewer: how-to programs about anything from gardemng to playing baseball,

continuing education courses, consumer education series, programs about health
or safety, programs presenting factual analyses of a given situation, programs -
aimed at target groups. This priority is seen in local production by state

* networks—examples include South Carolina’s **Job Man Caravan,’’ a combi-

nation of attractive entertainmént and useful employment information for people
in néed of jobs, and Maryland’s ** Consumer Survival Kit,"" originally produced
for the state and now national through SPC purchase. Although it is always &
plus to have an emphasis on the particulgr state, programs that aid the viewer aré

-alsoa pnonty when state networks make requests of PBS, purchase in the SPC,

and shop in the acquisition market. There is reason to believe that state networks

. are a bit more. sensitive to potentially controversial material than member-

supported stations. Discussions with programming people in the course of
collecting information for this report revealed relarive sensitivity to political
content, language problems and explicit sexuality. However, the sensitivity was
not extreme, and most comments indicated that there once was more of a
problem with such material. The PBS system ofﬂags was praised. There are tw
basic reasons tor this comparatwe level of sensitivity to content.
the state networks are in relatively rural states; and program managers
reﬂec(mg the feelings of their statewide communities. Second, there is a feel
that it is inappropriate to spend government funds on material that may-
controversial or oftensive. Member-supported stations may encourage contribu
tions from people who desire controversial or avant garde programming as an
alternative to commercml offerings. State networks are responswe ip a different
constituency. .

public television stations are licensed to institutions of higher education. Sdme
of thesesare actually operdted as state networks.or are parts of state network

- systems. Four ‘are located in metropolitan areas containing more than haif a

million households; all four (Houston, Seattle, San Diego, Phoenix) currently

~have from 9,000 to 30.000 subscribers and are more reasonably considered

along with mid-sized, member-supported stations. Thf leaves approximately

‘forty stations. Only eight of these serve areas containjng more than 250,000

homes—four are UHF stations overldpped by strong: member-supported VHF
stations in the same area, and the other four have solicited 1,000 or more

'membershlps each. Thus, there are thirty-six sinall stations licensed to colleges:

thirty-two in small communities and four that are overlapped by larger PTV

~ stations. (Five of these smaller stations have also_solicited ‘1,000 ‘or more

membershlps )} They have a variety of charactensucs and programmmg consid- -

* _erations.in common

~
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Funds for the operation of a college station usually come from a line
item in the overall college or university budget. Almost all of the college stations
- operate at state or community colleges or universities, so theif incomes come

from an overall budget for higher education that is suppOrR a governmental
tax base. (In a few cases regulations make it impossible or even | to solicit

outside funds.) Stations tend to be located on or near campus: some have

high-quality broadcasting centers, others are given part of an academic building

-~ or marginal facilities. Station management often must obtain faculty-status, or

quasi-faculty status, when appointed. In some cases station personnel also
* double as instructors, teaching students enrolled in-courses in broadcasting. A
few of the stations actively involve students in broadcast operations as part of
their educational/training function; other stations hire students to work part-time;

. other stations operate independent of their parent institutions, with full-time

4 staffs that have no college or university affiliation. In some small communities it

-~ is difficult to find adequate talent for sophisticated local productions:

“Legal regponsibility for the licenses of college stations rests with the

trustees of the college or university. These trustees are further removed from’

station operations than either the board members of community corporations—
who represent an organizafion solely devoted to public broadcasting, or mem-

- bers of state broadcasting agencies— are appointed with specific responsi-

- bilities to oversee state.networks. College'and university trustees are responsible
for the overall operations of their institutions, of which a PTV station is usually a
very small component. These trustees’ appoint the™executive officers of the
institution. Station executives at college stations are appointed either by the
college administration or by a department of broadcasting; they are thus more jn
contact with college and university presidents thar with trustees. Usually prq:

‘gramming decisions are a strictly.internal station matter. . -

In the small towns that most colleée stations serve there are usually
only network affiliated commercial stations; sometimes the college station is the
only television station licensed to a community that receives TV signals ffom
nearby cities. Conditions like these make many programmers at college stations

~ express a desire to use their limited resources to provide local television services
that no other station can give the community (e.g., coverage of local elections,
,community issues and even sports).. ’

Smaller stations have smaller staffs and less equipmerit. (Budgets for

v

-~

“‘university"" licensees were 40% below the system average in fiscal year 1973.) *

Thus, they produce few urs of material—often in black and white, they are
somewhat less able to fape the PBS feed for rescheduling, and they havetower
- budgets for buying prigramg on the acquisition market. The 1974 Program
Conteit Survey reveals Yat *university”* licensees transmitted less local mate-
rial than any other licensee’ gatégory—20% below the annual average for all
stations and T TO%-0f afl hours“transmitted by university licensed stations.
These licensees also obtain hore than two-thirds of their air time from PBS, the
highest proportion for any licdnsee category; and they had the highest proportion
of reruns. (Note that the data for *‘‘university’ licensees include the larger
~stations and undoubtedly would reveal lower budget sizes, fewer local pro-
ductions, and more dependence on the PBS feed if they were removed. )’
. The programming environment of the college stations in smaller
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-communities lim%e options available tqu;ogr_am managers. Nine functlons
‘of such stations weg listed by Lee Sherman Dreyfus in 1967: '
1) ‘Formal educition !
* @) Informal education . o .
3) Educational and Media research - ' j
4) Community relations :
5) €ommunity service
6) Public forum
) ining laboratory ‘ ‘ a
-+ 8) Rebdgeational service ' ‘
) 9) Alternative’ service (minority programming)
The. order of this list may be a fair indication of prioritics at college stations.
However, programming opportunities often do not conform to priorities. Col--
‘lege level instruction by television never met initial expectations. There have
been recent successes, such as ** Ascent of Man'' for credit, and major new
. projects are currently being developed. When they can, college stations produce
local coverage of significant campus or community events—providing the
informal education, services. to the community, -and public forum on these
tcasions. On the other hand, college stations have been relatively inactive in
the realm of grade school education. Some provide no ITV service other than the
PBS-fed children’s programs. (Of course there- may be no reason to provide
in-school programs to small cominunities where there are no TV sets in the local
schools.) ' ' e ’ o
" The general programming picture is that these stations take a greatdgal
of programming ds fedby PBS,"produce a small amount of local material—often
of interest to the university community Or as 2 public service, and emphasize
informativé and, cultural content in “their acquisitiens. (Programming is not - .
completely limited by low budgets. There are often institutional resources
available to college stations., Thus, at least two of them have recently produced
operas in their black and white studios with the cooperation of university music
departments.) ' o : : .
: Most of the stations reflect the tastes and standards of the institutions at
~ which they are located. Controversial-ideas and -political positions are, often
- welcomed. In the pasi there have been uproars when faculty or students have
" found that a station failed to broadcast a controversial program. Si ilarly,
problems with tanguage or nudity are infrequent. The situation is far from
‘*anything goes;"" rather there tends to.be agreement with PBS standards. Two
factors limit this general willingness to broadcast potentially sensitive content:
there are some relatively conservative college communities where responsive-
ness demands sensitivityto content, and some decision-makers prefer toreflect ’
the values and tastes of theirentire viewing area—which can increase sensitivity.
Again, the personal views and attitudes of station management must preclude
sweeping generalizations. . .
School Board Stations. The last category of PTV stations to be considered is
perhaps the most diverse /Twenty licenses tooperate stations-are held by local or
county school boards or boardspf education. Eight of these *‘school’” stations
are located in metropolitan areas served by. other, larger PTV stations; aninth
shares channel 2 in Miami with a member-supported licensee—W.THS trans-
54 ~ . H
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=~ mits.during school hours and WPBT transimits at other hours. Four additional
.. - .school stations are located in larger metropolitan areas (Denver, Nashville,
-+ Louisville, and Norfolk); they éach have more than 3,500 members, and their _
.- *non-ITV programming appears to ‘be more like that of mid-sized member- ~*
i . supported stations. This leaves seven non-overlapped school stations operating
* . without significant membership support. In some respects it is valuable to
consider the differences between the overlapped and non-overlapped school
stations. In other respects there are only minor differences. At any rate, the
school stations are not growing in number. One program manager feels they are
“‘a vanishing bréed’"—generally becoming fewer as school stations convert to -
other bases of financial support where possible. : - »

' Since school stations are owned and operated by local educational
enfities, their main responsibility for service tends to be limited. Locat boards of
education prdvided nearly three quarters of all funds for these stations in fiscal
year 1973, and they were paying primarily for services to schools, students,
teachers, and parents within their districts. Indeed, given the nature of most .
Tinancial situations in public school systems, it is vety difficult for school -
stations to justify spending for services that are not used within the boundaries of -
the school system supporting the station. A significant recent trend has blen
increased income from CPB grants, small numbers of membership contribu-
tions,.and even occasional local underwriting. Such income can support station
dctivities that cannot be justified expenditures of school money.

' The 1974 Program Content Survey reveals that school stations t_ran§-

‘mitted fewer hours of programming than any other license type, 16% less than

the average for all PTV broadcasters. On the other hand, school stations were

«-equal to the overall average in transmission of ITV and the children’s programs

' from CT“\/, The major difference, was that the school stations transmitted 19%
fewer hours of news and general programming than the overall average. Thus,
the proportion of ITV hours is highest at school stations. ' S
Y Examination of.locally*produced programming reveals that school
stations transmitted the highest number of local ITV hours of all licensee types
and the lowest number of hours of local general matérial of all licensee types.

Like the college statiqns, where budgets are also low, .school stationstook

almost two-thirds of their air time*from PBS. . - =

. The primary function of school stations is to proy ide television service

* to the schools operated by the holder of the station license. The fact that a local

school board holds a PTV license indicates that the board has been ‘willing to

commit itself to the use of television in classrooms. Local schools are more
likely to have television sets available in lassrooms, and school stations are ™"

- more likely than others (except for a few state networks) to provide technical

assistarice to schools and ITV utilization specialists. At least one of the school

stations also serves as a vocational training center—the station is operated in part

by studengg enrolled in courses where they learn broadcasting and'engineering
m

-

skills. , _ _ .

oards deal with critical political, financial and educatipnal
issues that have nothing to do with the operation of their PTV station. So the
people legally responsible for the license are far removed from daily program-
.‘.rij'ing operations. Management of the entire schoolsystem tendstobe in the hands &
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,bureaucracy.

A conference room with a nvelve. foot ceiling and a hallway are transformed into a Srudio for
candidages night by KTEH. a school board station in San Jose. i

t

of a superintendent, who also has many thing$ other.than PTV to think apout.
Station pragramming decisions reside with the statibq managers and program
managers of school stations. In most cases these people are directly employed by
the school system,. finding themselves to be « small part of a relatively large

~ Since the mandate for programming done with school funds is limited
in most cases, school stations often have developed ingenious ‘methods, of
providing additional material. The advent of the PBS interconnection was an
immediate source of additignal program hours that had been unavailable, or
would have required enginéering and videotape costs that had not Been covered
by.the station budget. Community service grants have begun to pay-for extra
crews required to keep stations on the air at night, on weekends, and in the
summer. (At one school station there has been an interesting paradox. In order to

‘qualify for the CPB grant the station must be on the air for aminimum nu mber of

hours. In order to stay on for those hours the station had to use all of its graht to
pay increased operating costs; nothing was left for programming, and the station
did not purchase **Sesame Street’” in SPC-1.) These stations are willing to in- ,
novate, using less expensive equipment, especially one inch videotape record-
ers, than otherstations who hesitate because of technical standards. They also '
make use of multi-talented staff who put in extra time for local production that

~cannot be covered by budget items—a program, manager and his wife have

directed and operated the camera for local candidates’ nights produced on
weekends in a hallway that was transformed into a **studio’ for the puspose.
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" xhetlule PBS programs through use of small crews and (often) i mexpensrve o
ltltd,wm—-thesc stations tend to be non-union, so they avoid certain work rules
thatake such activity very expensive in unionized siations. If the larger station
schedules the PBS feed, the, overlapped station can take programs directly
fg.fmm the intérconnection. (The point is that overlapped stations must respond to
Al schedules broadcast by the larger stations.) In a few casés such as San Jose,
~:California and Tacoma, Washington, overlapped school stations serve specific
-communities in larger metropolitan areas. (San Francisco and ‘Seattle). These
*'stations can program to their smaller target areas with coverage that is of more

narrow local interest. Such programming also falls within the geographlc man- -

date of the 'school board that holds the license.
: Like the college stations, scqool stations dlsplay a programming
emphasis on **instructional” merit.~They tend to be less conscious of ratings and
- overall audience size, although they do respond to indications—letters, phone»:
"_calls, newspaper articles, discussions—that particular programs are having an’
' lmpact More .important are programming pressures to provnde ‘useful ser-
vices—continuing education, high school equivalency coursés, health care,
- cansumer affairs, science documentaries, andarget group.programming. (‘‘We
"don’t want to go the route of MONTY PYTHON’S FLYING CIRCUS, but we
‘certamly should have something-that would be more appeahng to the younger
viewers.''—letter from general ‘manager of school station in response to PBS
request to. identify local needs.), ' :

Like callege stations, school statlons are responsrl/e to the in'stitutions,
they serve‘ however school boards tend to be far more sensitive to political and
language content'than umversntycormgnmes This sensitivity, though, tends to
be filteredas it passes through levels of management from schogl board to
supenntendent to station management. Once again, the personalities and at-
titudes of station managers and program managers have a profound effect on the
way“in which school stations respond to PBS flags and other controversial
material. Some .would like to have evening schedules composed entirely of
programs with a clear instructional purpose or straightforward informational
content (e.g., news coverage without analysis or interpretation); others are
happy with the current PBS program mix; only a few currently have the -
resources to even contemplate a large number of acqulsmons purchased on thé

~ open market. . s
A vanety of special cases. The precedmg pages have broadly described the
progra ming environments at different station *‘types’’ which exist as compos-
ites in the writer's mind rather than at any single location. The large member-
supported- stations are concerned with audiences and’ membershlp income,
national productlon and community response to programming. Member-
supported stations in mid-sized communities are also.beginning to respond to
pressures for programming that will produce income, and they place pride and |
empbhasis on their local productions. State networks serve a statewide consti-
tuency that is quite different from anything else in American broadcasting,
public or commercial.. They must serve a statewide community; and their
programming criteria are often unlike those at other public television operations.
College and school. stations in small communijfes’ have yet another kind of
priority scheme; they are owned and ﬁnanceﬁi institutions wi licit -
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educanonal goals and responsnbllmes
Within these categories there are mnumerable special cases. Stations
in two of the largest cities in the Lountry are not currently involved in national

‘ - production ptans. Channel 2 in Miami i$ shared by two licensees. The Okla-

hoina ‘City school district provides an ITV schedule through the state network.
College stations and school stations in mid-sized cities are developing strong

" membership support f8r evening programming. Some *‘state networks’” have

anly one station. others have many stations that each operate independently,
other entities are called *‘state” networks’* and operate more as statewide -
cooperatives to facilitate interaction and distribute state funding to .inde-
pendently licensed stations. Many cities contain more than one PTV stdnon——m
a few two stations belong to the same licensee. in others the stations are separate
and in some cases even resentful of each other.

N . . b

Public televigion programming decisions are made in a wide variety of

* local environments. Hanging over all of them is the influence of the national

decision-muking system that produces the PBS feed. There is also the chronic
problem of insufticient funds, and the ways in which fundmg sources influence
programming . priorities. -And far from least imiportant is the broad range of
individual differences amon@the hundreds of men and women who take part in -
PTV programming across - the Lountry

°

®
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In the mid-1950’s ITV time for New York was purchased from
the commercial station that carried the Yankees. One autumn
-the station had to cut away from the middle of a crucial game in
order to broadcast the final class of a science training series in
» which 8,000 teachers were enrolled. An irate baseball fan
- called to complain: *‘That's the longest commercial I' ve ever .
seen!’’ : :
—from conve¥sation with Florence Monroe, WNYE

atterns of local activity are changing, defini-
tions are disputed, and public television sta-

tions continue to transmit programs that have a yariety of **instructional’’ goals.
The core of instructional programming, or ITV, is material broadcast for use by
teachers and students in school rooms K-12. The daytime schedule at most PTV
stations contains a variety of programs rarely encountered by people outside the
ITV community. These programs are seen by tens of thousands, if not millions,
of school children across the country. (Totals vary ‘widely. by program, and
estimates are not fully reliable.) In addition, ITV programming includes teacher
training materials broadcast during or after school hours, college level courses
broadcast for ‘students enrolled for credit, and continuing education and high
school equnvalency courses broadcast for adults wh wish to use televisior for
education in their homes. With the exceptlon ‘of “\Sesame Street,”” *‘The
Electric Company,’’ and the recent use of prime time PBS programs in associa-
tion with courses for credit (‘* Ascent of Man,’’ *‘Japdpese Film,”’ **Classic
‘Theater’”), almost all ITV decisions are made at a local, Atate or regional level.
GPNITL, AIT/NIT and other distributors provide progrgms that are used all
over the counjry; however, there is no national interconndcted ITV feed other
than PBS fee mstructlonal programs (** The Electfic Co.,” “Willa Alegre,"”’
**Qurstory,”’ “Vlbratlons Encore’’ and others) fed dunng daytlme hours that
are used for educational purposes. Many programs{av@used in all parts of. the
country; although some are not necessarily broadcast by a high proportion of
-PTV stations.

: *  An unpubllshed survey sponsored by CPB has described the nature of
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ITV services among PTV stations. Responses came from 131 of 141 licensees
that could have provided instructional programming in the United States. (Some
licensees join with others for ITV service, and stations outside the U.S. were
_excluded; so the total was lower than the total number of licenSees) Nine -
respondents provifled no programming meant for classroom use, two others,

provided only PBS programs, and three others provided only material at the
cdllege level; thus, roughly 90% of the respondents provided instructional
programming at the grade school level, and approximately only 44.0% provided
,both K-12 and college level courses. Ten of the fourteen licensees.that did not

provide such service were college stations. About a quarter of all college stations

provided no grade school instruction.  * y
: In the early years of educational lelevnslon a'considerable propomon

of instructional programs were locally produced. This proportion of local pro-
. duction has steadily declined. More than half of all ITV hoursin a 1964 sample -

were locally produced, by 1974 the figure had declined to 22% (excluding PBS
programs). There is evidence that exen this low proportion of locally produced

material represents older I TV programs that stations continue to use. Declines in ,
“actual hours of ITV production per licensee appear even more substantial. CPB

datareveal a drop from 78 hours of ITV produced perlicensee in fiscal year 1971
to 47 hours in fiscal year 1973. (There is one. mterestmg countertrend. Average
hours of color ITV production climbed from 18 to 23 in this period.) The current, .
ITV picture appears to Be one of consolidation.. Production costs have gone up(
school systems often have less to spend on ITV; the qualny of éTW programs
has shifted some stations’ opinions about the nature and value) of their own
productions; students and teachers are less patient with unsophlsucated pro-
ductions; pooled producuon resources in consortia, state groups, rcglonal net-
works, or on a national scale create better programs.

' The impact of *‘Sesame Street*” and ‘‘The Electric Gompany -on
traditional K-12 ITV services cannot be overestimated. The biggest controversy
generated by **Sesame Street’’ came from the initial request for morning air time
in 1968 and 1969. At about half of the PTV stations, this replaced five hours a
week of instructional television during school hours. In 1974 roughly aquartcr of

- all air time during hours when local schools were in session was given over to-
*‘Sesame Street” and .'‘The Electric. Company™ plus *‘Villa Alegre” and
**Carrascolendas.’’ Sixty percent of these in-session hours contained traditional
ITV material. (The other 14% of school time broadcasting was aimed at general
audiences.) One of the clearest pressures on ITV programming at public televi-
" sion stations is the presence of the CTW programs and the bicultural programs
for children. They create demands for air time that were once used for traditional -
classroom progrdmmmg produged or acquired at the local level. . .
Whatkinds of programs are being provided by public television for use
in schools? In 1974 the six most frequently broadcast programs other lhdn those
from CTW were: oo
1) **Inside/Out’’: a series to help children achieve and maintain well
being, both physically and emotionally. It attempts to engage the
* minds of eight-to-ten year olds through presentation of situations
common to their own lives. There are thirty programs in this
. series, each fifteen minutes long. Titles include—*‘But Names
' . : ’ ) : 6!
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“Carrascolendas’’ is a hi-cultural children’s program.

~ Will Never Hurt,”” “*Living with Love,” **Brothers and Sister-

5. and **But They Might Laugh.”” This consortium production

has won an Emmy.

““Ripples’”: a series of thirty-six fifteen minute programs for

youngsters in kindergarten and the first grade. This was the first of’
the NIT consortium productions. It presents *‘encounters’ ‘that

develop a child's feelings, values, sense of inquiry, ability to

cope with change, and capacity for creating and understanding

relationships. There are 36 episodes including ** Feeling Spaces.”™

**Animals Need You,"" “*To Make a Dance,” **Out to the

Moon."" ' .

**Cover to Cover'": two series of thirty-two fifteen minute pro-

grams for use in fourth through sixth grade classes. A television -
teacher presents a different childrcn:s book in each episode,

«®

71



mixing an engaging narrative style with his own illustrations on
camera. The programs never tell the whole story, but induce
" students to finish the book on their own. Among the works
+ covered are Treasure Island, Tom Sawyer, and Pearl S. Buck’s
The Big Wave. - -
4) **All About You'': a series of thirty fifteen minute programs for
six-to-eight year olds about health and physiology. It tries to help
a child understand how the body works, how to care for it, and
how to use sensations to learn about the environment. Episodes
include ** Two Hundred Bones,'" **What's Your Fuel?,"" **Look
at Your Hands,”" and ‘‘Sneezles, Wheezles, and- Measles.™’
5) **Community of Living Things'’: a junior high series of thirty-
two twenty-minute episodes inteducing life science with an em-
phasis on ecology. Through field tgips, close-up photography and
microphotography, the course pro(i'des experiences not ordinarily
" available to students. ' :
6) *‘Images and Things’’: a humanities series for ten-to-thirteen year
olds. Thirty twenty-minute episodes focus on useful objects,
personal images, imaginary events and figures, and natural and
*man-made environments. Based on two years of planning by
distinguished art educators, the series helps children to respond
" imaginatively to diverse forms of art around them. Titles include
** All Kinds of Houses,"" **Plazas, Malls, and Squares,”” **Signs
of the Time,”" and ‘' The Human Image, "’ '
Of course the most frequently broadcast instructional program in
recent years has been **The Electric Company.”” (In some cases **Sesame
Street’" is also used in clussrooms.) However, when the CTW programs are
omitted from the total, the six series listed above accounted for/less than ten
percent of all program hours broadcast for instructional use. (The other PBS
programs ** Carrascolendas’” and ** Villa Alegre’’ are not included in the totals.) -
The low percentage represented by the six most frequent programs reflects the
fact that there are hundreds of different ITV series in use at public TV stations
across the country.
The program content survey breaks out the non-PBS ITV programs by
subject matter: '
13.2% of all houts were Music, Art & Theater
12.7% of all hours were Natural & Physical Science
11.7% of all hours were Social Science '
[1.2% of all hours were Literature & ‘Humanities - ‘
[TV programs were mainly directed toward students between the first and sixth
. grades. (See Public Television Program Content: 1974, p. 58.)
' A
ITV PROGRAMMING

-

In the future, technological change may have a great impact on [TV program-
_ming. Cable television, various video playback devices, and Instructional Tele-
vision Fixed Service (ITFS) transmission may come to provide classroom
teachers with multiple, flexible sources of television instruction. Much of the '
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' present justification for ITV that is broadcast by **open circuit’’ transmission is-
- based on the fact that it is an.inexpensive and relatively efficient means of
_ providing programs. If and- when other technologies such as cable TV and
.-igsnsive videq playback devices, challenge the relative efficiency of open\"‘\, :
" -circuitbroadcasting for classroom use, the emphasis in public television instruc- '
- tional services may shift toward a greater quantity of material thatcan be used in
* the hom®. The advent of other technologies may be far in the distant future.
When they come they will undoubtedly cause changes in the target groups served.
by .open circuif transmission and the subject matter it provides. -
' Scheduling imperatives in_the field of ITV and the nature of the
. schedules themiselves cause the biilk of such material to be aimed at classrooms
from kindergarten through sixth grade. Open circuit transmission'serves many - !
schools and classrooms with a given program at a single time., Programs ar¢
repeated in the day and in the week; but the number of programs desired is great,
and an extensive number of repeats on a singje channel would limit the number of,
different programs that could be transmitted. Junior high schools and high _
schools teach their students a given subject at a variety offimes during the school . - -
day. There are usually several different biology classes at different hours. Onthé
other hand, grade school classes typically have one teacher with a single group of
students oyer an entire day; and the teacher can decide at what hour to deal with
any particular subject matter. Thus, grade school teachers can plan their daily
schedules to include ITV material at the hour it is transmitted, and a single
broadcast can be used by all grade school teachers who wish to show their classes
a given prograg. (Lack of available sets.can be a limiting factor.) At the upper
grade levels, since all biology classes tend not to convene at the same hour, it is
difficult to schedule a single open circuit broadcast that can reach all biology
- students. In larger communities or states, the times at which students change
classes in high schools are not synchronized. This is a second factor working
_.against open circuit broadcasting to higher grade levels. Anether factor is that
there are more grade schools than upper level schools. This means that at lower
grade levels it would be more expensive to have films or videotapes in each
school. Open circuit broadcasting can serve more grade schools, while alterna-
tive media are relatively more efficient over different class times in higher
grades, and among fewer school buildings. o
". In response to this situation, the-South Carolina ETV Network has
established both an open circuit [TV service and six closed circuit channelsto the
schools in the states The bulk of the open circuit transmission during school
hours is atthe grade school level. The closed circuit feeds are more frequently for
upper grades; the six channels allow many plays of a particular program
throughout the day. A biology teacher can use a program for each biology class
‘over the course of a day because that program is transmitted by the.closed circuit
* system at several different times. a o ,
Speculation about future technological advances in ITV centers
around alternatives that may or may not come to pass. At present, television sets
are far from universal in classrooms, and more sophisticated .devices such as
_ cable systems and videotape machines are rare. Economic crises have hit school
districts across the country; in many areas plans for use of instructional television
_have been cut back; and in some instances school boards have had to cancel
64 . e
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contracts wnh PTV stations that provlde ITV ‘programmmg Sy

- More than three quarters of all licensees have some sdrt of fonnal
contract or agreement with an educational agency (the total beéomes 85% when -
state network arrangements are included). Almost all of the rest of the stations
that provide ITV service do so under informal arrangements. More thap -hélfof
. the licensees have an arrangement with school districts, and roughly three of ten
have some sort of arrangement with state departments of education. In addition,
“there are many othet types of entities that deal with public broadcasters for ITV
services—legislatures, regional associations, city or county departménts of
education, etc. Among respondents in the CPB supported survey, the median
licensee had arrangements with thirty-one different school districts.

In 91% of the cases where a licensee provides ITV programs, it
recéives funds to reimburse it for the costs of ITV. Most frequently, such funds

y are paid by school districts at-a flat rate per student, (The typical rate appears to
be between $1.00 and $1.50 per student per year.) The next most frequent source
bf ITV funding is state or local legislation that pays for the service. In the early
years of educational televisien the income paid to stations for ITV services was a
considerablg proportion of their total,income. Recently such income has been
overshadowed by other sources. As’a result, the incentives for heavy station
expenditdres on ITV ‘support activities have decjined in many cases. The state
networks and the school stations appear to.be the locations at which there is most
interest in classroom programmiing. These are the places where public televnslon
has been created and funded for explicit educational goals."

ITV programming decisions aré subject to many of the same influ-
ences that affect other parts of PTV schedules. Income attributable to instruc-
tional services induces stations to air ITV programs, diminished sources of funds -
are related to declining interest in local activities. Local production is declining
because of Jack of local funds and the cost-efficient improvements in quality
offered by national dr consortium production. Regional networks and PBS are

oviding a growing number of interconnected hours of material; and this, too, is
%admg stations slowly away from relatively expensive autonomous pro-
gramming. ; o >

However, there are several sngmﬁcam ways in which the ITV pro-
gramming environment is unll? the situation surrounding the rest of public
television. MostITV is provided'under a formal contractural arrangement which-
pays the station money in return for ITV services. Programming is usually
developed as a resulgo! a lengthy process involving studies of needs in schools,
evaluation of available or proposed material, and eighteen months to two years
lead 'time. Many ITV operations at stations and/or school agencies include.
significant * ‘utilization’” activities in which specialists help teachers make use of
classroom television. Printed materials—especially teacher guides—are fre- -
_ quently provided with programs. Programs are sometimes available on film or

.videotape as well as via open circuit television. These and other factors combine
.to set ITVfactivity apart from *‘general audience’’ programming decisions; but
there is a wide variety of approaches to ITV, and many of the differences can be
seen as differences across a simple station typology. .
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. ' TYPES OF ITV SERVICE
: (

~ Like the environments in which-decisions about other programming are made,

the environments in which FTV programming decisions are made vary with the

type of station. Ten percent of the stations (mostly college stations) either

provide noK-12 classroom programs or provide only the programs fed over the

PBS interconnection. The other stations engage in a variety of activities to
. prepare an ITV schedule for transmission. Because ITV is used in classrooms as
+ part of an overall teaching plan, it must be scheduled well in advance to allow
teachers to know what is available' and make their lesson plans accordingly.
Screenings and programming decisions must take place months before the start
of the school year. Data indicate that programming decisions are made in late
winter or e? spring by more' than two thirds of the licensees. Scheduling
decisions ten®to be made soon after the programs are selected.

EEN Network. Almost all of the stations (and state networks) in eleven
Northeastern and Mid- Atlantic states make use of the interconnected ITV
service operated since 1971-72 by the Eastern Educational Network. Broadcast-
ers in these states used regional network distribution for 44% of all ITV hours
transmitted in 1974. The national average was 23%. ThegN interconnection
provides 30 hours a week of ITV programming. Moreg” than one hundred
instructional series are available to members. ‘The network estimates that inter-
connected ITV distribution ‘‘saves members up to 50% of series cost by
negating the need for tape and:dubbing."’ .
' The EEN instructignal schedule begins with planning eighteen
months before the start of a school year. Local ITV representatives suggest the
program types—subject matter and grade level—that are needed. Next, pro-
grams are collected from producers and distributors for preview screenings by a
‘standing ITV committee. Selected programs are shown to ITV and school
representatives at a final screening session; and they are then shown at local,

- screenings to the people who will be responsible for using them in schoolrooms.
Programs that are accepted as a result of the screening process are inéluded in an
initial interconnection schedule that is- prepared by January for the following .
autumn. There may be slight revisions later, but the schedule is essentially fixed'
nine months in advance to allow local stations to%reate their particular ITV
schedules around the EEN feed.

. N b‘" ) ‘ ! . :
Member-Supported- Stations. Member-supported stations display the

" widest range of environments in which decisions are made ut clagsroom
programming. These environments have been ir transition in recent yeass as
station expenses have increased while income from ITV activities has remained
static (or even declined). In the early years of eddcational television, program-
ming with explicit instructional value was a central concern at these stations. They
produced a great deal of ITV and were supported in large part by payments from -,

educational institutions that received televised sgrvices. College level courses =
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were algb major components of programming and even ingome through the sale
of guides to accompany programs. The last few years have seen a decline in
prime time transmission of how-to: programs as these stations search for larger

!
and esg \y how-to programs such as’ ‘Folk Guitar’’ and **The French Chef” . .

. audiences to provide greater membership iricome. In most cases college level

courses failed to become a significant part of the schedule at these’stations. '

‘College teachers seemed unwilling to make use of television; often there were

not enough college classes or students to justify open circuit broadcasting; and

 the financial incentives were usually absent.

Recent plans and programming bave caused member-supponed sta-
tions to re-examine college level instruction. Home 'study for credit is being
developed at the national level with programs that attempt to appeal to a broad
prime time audience while also providing the nucleus of a college credit course.
(**Ascentof Man,’’ “* The Japanese Film,”” and ** Classic Theater’” have already

~ been mentioned in this regard.) At the regional and state levelthere are also new

college consortia projects being developed to.give credit for courses centered
around open circuit broadcasts. Much of, the development in these areas of -

Jhigher education, reflects the growth of commumty colleges and continuing

education programs in recent years. New colleges and new institutions seem less
hesitant to make use of television as part of higher education. However, such
activities are a bit more difficult to arrange at member-supported stations than at
the other station types. State networks already have‘direct relationships with
state educational organizations, and they have a responslbrhty to provide instruc-
tional services; school board stations have not irrevocably committed their air
time to audience-generating programs, the overlapped stations even welcome -
material that enables them to provide a second public television alternative; and
the college stations are often responsible to provide higher education material.,
There are several types of structures under which ITV programmmg
takes place at member-supported statlon‘s At one end’of the spectrum are
stations th& simply designate a bloc of air time for instructional services an give
programmm g responslblllt_Lo n outside organization—a committee represent-
ing school districts that use the {service is one example. At the other end of the
spectrum are member- -supported stations where ITV programming is part of the
function of the program manager\Between the two extrgmes are a wide range of
procedures and.structures: separate departments are givenja block of station
time in which to provide programs, station ITV departments gotiate with the
program manager for scheduling, outside agencies underwrffe the expenses

.involved in transmissiony through negotiations with the statio and others.

Among the complicating factors for large and mid-sized stations is the
number of different school systems they must deal with in a single metropolitan
area. State networks have their statewide constituencies, school stations are
primarily responsible to the license holder, small stations at colleges usually do
not broadcast to areas containing a large number of school systems: but large and
mid-sized stations typically serve scores of different districts. In order to create
an ITV schedule that is an optimum for all classrooms. to which service is
provided there must be a coordinated plan of negotiation and scheduling. This

~can range from cases in which a station ITV-director créates- a schedule after

gathering informal input from people in the schools toa sﬁuahon in which there
. 67
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is a series of formal meetmgs between teachers, utilization specnallsts lTV
programmers, and other interested parties.

In general, member-supported stations are less active in the realm of
ITV than state networks or school board stations, although they are more active
* than college stations. Financial pressures in recent years have sharply curtailed

* local ITV production at these stations. The average community-licensed station

transmitted 744 ITV hours in 1974, this was 17.2% of all hours. By way of
comparison, State” networks averaged 812 hours (20.5%) and school board
stations averaged 653 hotts (20.0%).

_**Utilization’’ is an ITV term describing the variety of services that .
can help teachers utilize classroom instructional television—specialists visit
schools, teacher training classes are broadcast after school hours, seminars are
held, feedback is solicited about specific programs and needs. Nearly two-thirds
of the community licensees responding to a survey indicated tHat they prov?e
some level of utilization scrvicé to-local schools. This proportion is well under
the 83% of state networks that provide such services; however it indicatés that
member-supported stations are still frequently activeAn non- -broadcast activities
surrounding ITV. The problems are money and air time. These stations are
‘affected first when school districts cannot afford to pay for extensive ITV
servjces because there may not be any other sources of money for purchase -of
ITV programs, engineering costs, and support of nbn-broadcast ITV activity;
and member-supported stations tend to work within tight budget restraints. At
present there are also pressures for non-ITV daytime programming and after-
noon adult education programs that may provide new sources of income to the

. member-supported stations.

State Network. The centralized state networks tend to” have the greatest
resources for instructional television services. They broadcast more annual
hoursbf instructional matefial per year than the other station types in 1974. (812
hours per broadcaster per year, 23% more than the overall average.) Next to
school stations, the state networks used the’ second highest amount (170 annual
hours) and the second highest proporuon (21% of all ITV they broadcast) of
local instructional programming. State networks allow their mandates to pro-
vide instructional services to all citizens. Yhey transmit programs to schools,
they transmit teacher-training programs to {nable teachers to function more
effectively in the classroom, and they transmit college level and continuing
‘education courses. The Maryland network, for example, is-part of a cooperatlve
venture with 17 colleges in the state called ** The Maryland College of The Air.”’
Perhaps the best known example is the ambitious State University of Nebraska
(SUN) project for college education through television operated by the public
television network in that state.

’ The organization of centralized state networks tends tg place instruc-
tional services in adistinct deparlment which may be unde{ the chief exeeutive or
chief programming officer of the network or may be a state educational agency.
(Details vary widely, as do labels. (See Study of State Public TV Systems, a1969

report for CPB by Lawrence Frymire.) These ITV departments are responsible -
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~ station WCBB, joins the

‘advent of free national programming distributed over the interconnection by
o y ,

.for instructional programming decisions, They usually have direct contact with

state educational authoritie¢s or commissions, determine ITV production needs, .
select acquisitions, and schedule for the state system. In addition to the cen-
tralized state networks described in Chapter II, there are also several cases in
which independent stations join together or link up with state networks to
provide daytime instructio:/z services. In Maine, for example, a community
ine network to proyide statewide ITV service: In
the most typical situation, specific air time 13 allocated to instructional
services—this may be an entire daytime bloc, or such a bloc minus the PBS
interconnected feed of children’s programs. The ITV department is then respon- -
sible for all programming within the specified time period.
Less than a third of the state networks receive a per student reim-
bursement, for ITV services. Instead, they tend to receive a direct budget"

allocation from the state government to provide instructional services. As a’

result, state' networks tend to be actively involved in *‘utilization’* activity.
More than eighty percent of the state networks provide utilization services as a
regular part of their ITV activities—the hjghest proportion among the various
types of PTV broadcasters. )

.These stations are the location of the greatest amount of ITV activity’
and the greatest potential for future growth. Since their ITV services are
supported by a direct mandate from the state government they areless likely to
face financial crises in the realm of ITV than other stations and they are more
likely to exist in a situation where schools have television receivers and where
television is becoming an accepted component of classroom educatign. In
addition there can also bea greater demand for local ITV production due to the
unique nature of state networks. School curricula may include courses in state
history or civics tHat cannot be served by programs produced on a national scale.

provide the least ITV material of gH station types. In 1974 the.averfge college:
station transmitted 494 hours of i
and 25% less than the average forall stations. Local production of ITV prdgrams
by college stations is even less frequent, such licensees transmitted roughly half
the amount of locally produced ITV that other station types transmitted in 1974, .

Of 42 college stations contacted by a survey, eight provided no
instructional services for grades K-12 and another two provided only material
distributed by PBS. Even ameng the stations that provided K-12 ITV, half
provided no utilization seryices to schaols and half provided no print materials to
schools to supplement the~grograms (the average among; other stations was
89%). B , oo

Chapter two noted that the college stations usually serve smaller
communities with smaller budgets agillimited facilities. They take the highest
amount and the highest proportion aterial directly from PBS. Under these

circumstangces, and with limited potential sources of f] 1TV, many
college stations are simply unable to provide extendive classroom service. The
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PBS allows these stations to provide vz[re; and the trend toward statewide and

regional clustering of stations hds also rovided-some of these statiofis with ITV

programs that they would not have had under other circumstances.

‘School Statii)ns./The' school stations were created in order to serve organiza-
tions that are resposible for classroom education. Their primary responsibility
is to provide programming in response to the needs of schools in their areas.

~ Thus, it is not surprising to, find that school stations, although their total
soperating budgets are well below average, produce more instructional pro-
gramming in their own facilities and broadcast more hours of locally produced

" material than any other type of station. School stations are léss likely than other

" stations to provide instructional services above the K-12 grade levels; but they

are most likely to provide additional servites to schools. These stations fre-

~ quently supply schools with utilization specialists—people who visit teachers

- and show them the best methods for using ITV in the classroom. More than half
of them provide technical suppart to help maintain receivers in schools. More
than half of the scibol stations provide instructional programming in media other
than open circuit broadcasts—cassettes, films, etc.

Since most school stations are fairly small, they tend to have selatively
simple tables of organization. And since instructional services are the raison
d etre for these stations, their managers tend to have a background in education
and/or ITV. Thus, the environment is one in which great attention is paid to
classroom programming and the provision of printed teacher guides, utilization
specialists, programming in other media formats, such as films and cassettes,

. fof®he final schedule of programs for the entire day. There is almost always
consultation with teachers or administrators about the ITV programs that will be
selected and their place in the overall schedule. The smaller school stations
appear to have a closeness that allows people involved with various station
ac;,ivities——prowction, scheduling, utilization, station finance—to interact
more closely than they do at the state networks or the large and mid-sized
member-supported stations. (Such interaction takes place at all stations; but
where staffs are larger, buildings sprawl over more area, and organizational

_ char\s are defined more clearly there is less interaction across functional or
departmental lines.) s o

The average school station provided 653 hours of ITV programming
in 1974, of which 189 hours (29%) were locally produced. The percentage of all
hours devoted to ITV was roughly the same (20%) as that for state networks, and
was well above the percentage from community or college stations. Since school

anﬁ'echnical assistance. These stations usually have a single person responsible

stations tend to serve a limited number of schools (compared to member- -

supported stations in larger communities and statewide networks); they can key
their ITV programming to a relatively well defined school year and relatively

consistent classroom hours. Thus, while contact with schools and teachers is

probably greatest at these stations, the problems of determinin which programs

* are needed and where they should be scheduled are minimi
There are two common threads that run across all stalion types if the

station proyides an ITV schedule at the grade school level. Firstlis the presence
- 70 ' :
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of supp mentary pnnted material—usually teacher gundes——provnded wnth pfo-
lic Television Program Content: 1974 provides data that indicate
were distributed 10 teachers with nearly ninety percent of the
grams broadcast for classroom use. In some cases the print materials are not
dlstnbutcd directly by the statlon, but almost ninety percent of the_stations
provide print materials with some df their ITV programs. (An exception is the -
¢ollege stations, where half of the respondents provnded no print materials to go -
with their ITV programmmg ) .
- The second is the frequent use of curriculum committees, teacher
evaluation procedures and/or advnsory groups in I'TV-programming. Almost all
respondents provndmg an ITV sefvice indicated that they consulted with one or
more such groups in the preparation of their ITV, s€hedules. Thus, ITV pro-
gramming decisions can be made by a number of different types of decision-
makers: the station’s program manager, a station ITV person, a network or state
ITV office, an outside organization that prepares a schedule for a predetermined
. ‘bloc of air time, or a répresentative of a school district or districts. These
_ decision-makers tend to consult with one or more- groups of people who are
-directly associated with the use of instructional materials in schools. '
The pressures affecting ITV programming decisions tend to be
straight forward in some areas and hard to understand in others. Like the
environments in which decisions gbout other programmmgaré made, the envi-
ronments in Wthh ITV programming decisions are made vary with the type of
station. v
1. Member-supported stations dlspla;" the widest range of environ-
ments which effect decisions about ITV programmmg Although
these environments have been in transition in recent years, the mem- -
/ ber-supported stations have produced and broadcast a great deal of
ITV programs— ‘
2. The centralized state networks have the greatest resources for
ITV services andy broadcast the greatest amount of mstructlonal-
material per ye n any other station type.
3. School stations were created to serve orgamzatlons that are fe-
sponsible for classroom education. Because this is their pnm&'yk,
concern they produce more instructional programming at their facili-
ties and broadcast more hours of locally produced materials than any
-other station type.
4. College stations are at the bottom of ITV programml actmty
. Thisslimited service reflects the smaller communities, smaller
- budgets and limited facilities that college" station$™ usually serve. - .
Within the four types of station services, and the regional network
services there are many important factors that influence ITV decéisions: the trend
. towards decreasmg funding from school districts, decreasing local production,
onsortium production. There are also cost efficiency prob-
orted stations that must consider the degree of ITV service _
for the cash flow it produc\s;rk'lh)'e are the quesuons
of adequate and approphate services by state net § and-school stations ~
licensed to organizations Which must provnde instructional support to their
constituencies. There are the pressures for air time when PBS feeds a daily bloc
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of moming and afternoon, programs (late afternoon programs compete with
how-to programs and adult edycation after working hours). On the other hand,
there are a variety of values and judgments applied in making decisions about
" program selection and scheduling by local educators and/or the ITV staff of a.
station. These result in different programs selected to provide instruction to
similar grade levgls on similarjsubject matter in different commuuities. The
" evaluation of program quality and utility, is sften fairly subjective, although
recent trends in ITV may eventually produce a relatively concentrated group of
universally accepted high-quality productions. (If production cost is any indica-
tion of quality, future consortium efforts arrangéd by AIT/NIT will be of the
~ highest calibre.) Personality differcnces and subjective evaluations will proba-
'bly always be a part of decisions about program quality, program utility, and the-
need for programming of a given type. :

, These varied and fluctuating services, the need for well-distributed
ITV. printed, materials, the operation of curriculum committed and advisory
groups for ITV programming, all effect the decision making process for ITV
programming. The future of classroom television seems relatively secure. Pro-—
grams that aid the teacher are improving in quality. However, future techno
may reduce dependence on open circuit broadgast from. PTV stations. It 5 the
unknown aspects of future technology gnd especially the cost of new technology
that make it difficult to clearly prﬁej the nature of ITV in the future.
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